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CHAPTER ONE 
INTRODUCTION 
1.1 Introduction 
Employee Engagement is a topic of enormous interest to both management 
practitioners and academicians alike as building an engaged employee base 
is the biggest differentiator for businesses, more so in the service domain. 
As jobs get more and more ambiguous having a set of employees who `go 
beyond their brief' and show 'discretionary efforts' for the betterment of 
the organization is no longer a luxury but bare necessity for organizations 
to survive. The challenge today is not just retaining talented people, but 
fully engaging them, capturing their minds and hearts at each stage of their 
work lives" (Lockwood, 2007). 
Chapter 1 provides the background to the research problem, the importance 
of the research and the objectives of this research, Beginning with a brief 
discussion about employee engagement, the chapter goes on to discuss the 
IT Industry in India, the challenges the industry faces, and how engaging 
employees is a key opportunity for the industry. The chapter also discusses 
the scope of this research, the purpose of the research and the research 
questions the researcher is trying to answer through this study. 
1.2 Background to the Research Problem 
In India, employment numbers in industry and services is expected to grow 
from 223 M in 2010 to 319 VI by 2020 as per the India Economic Survey 
2012 - 2013. For this large number of employees, work can be more than 
simply a place to do the job and earn a living. A person needs to be 
motivated to go beyond his/her brief' and 'step up'. To get to that stage, 
which is the level of employee engagement, it becomes important to look at 
aspects of work that tells us how someone experiences her or his work 
rather than took only at job satisfaction. Such experiences that drive an 
employee to be engaged have become really important for organizations to 
retain talent in a highly competitive world where there is a war for talent'. 
Employee engagement is defined as a 'distinct and unique construct 
consisting 	of 	cognitive, 	emotional 	and 	behavioural 
components.... ....associated with an individual's role performance 
(Saks, 2006). Engaged employees come to work every day feeling a 
connection to their organization, have a high level of enthusiasm for their 
work (Buckingham & Coffman, 1999), and consistently impact 
organizational performance measures such as profitability, revenue growth 
and employee turnover (Harter et al.. 2002, 2009). 
India has built a strong identity as an IT powerhouse, armed with its large 
English speaking, technical, and analytical talent base. Over the last two 
decades, its IT industry has powered India's economy and earned the 
country precious foreign exchange earnings through the export of software 
and related services. Software and services have not only grown over the 
years to contribute significantly to the GDP growth of India, but have also 
been the largest employment generator. Indian IT industry has become the 
growth engine for the Indian economy (NASSCOM, 2012), and the Indian 
software exports industry is one among the most successful industries in the 
world (Dossani, 2005). In this context, engaging employees is one of the 
key challenges for any organization, especially for the Indian IT industry, 
which is on an upward slope of continuous growth and opportunities to 
scale. 
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The term, Employee engagement has bcen used fairly loosely among 
management practitioners and consulting firms to indicate a number of 
things, such as employee satisfaction, employee commitment, involvement 
in one's job, organizational citizenship behaviour and loyalty to the 
organization. For organizations today. employee engagement is a very 
important concept leading to the employee's putting in discretionary efforts 
and the best foot forward for the organization's success. Academics have 
defined employee engagement more precisely compared to practitioners 
and consulting firms. This study examines all definitions and models of 
employee engagement before exploring it further in the Indian IT industry. 
In addition to understanding employee engagement, this study discusses 
what organizations can do to increase the employee engagement through 
management focus and measured interventions. 
1.3 Employee Engagement 
Employee engagement plays a critical role in both organizational success 
and individual wellbeing. High employee engagement levels have been 
associated with higher quality, greater innovation, lower levels of 
absenteeism, lower turnover, and increased advocacy of the organization. 
Academic research in this area has lagged behind the interest shown by HR 
practitioners and consultants. However, the latter have used the construct of 
employee engagement fairly broadly, corrupting the construct with 
elements of employee satisfaction, employee commitment, involvement in 
one's job, organizational citizenship behaviour and loyalty to the 
organization 
Engaged employees have an optimistic outlook towards the work and the 
organization. Purcell et al. (2003), has said that the level of employee 
engagement results in employees taking responsibility for the well being of 
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the organization and takes it up to themselves to have a partnership with the 
management. In a survey conducted by CIPD it was seen that engaged 
employees lend a voice that impact the performance of the organization 
(Truss et al..2006). CIPD delined employee engagement as: being 
positively present during the performance of work by willingly contributing 
intellectual effort, experiencing positive emotions and meaningful 
connections to others. One of the key drivers of employee engagement has 
been the opportunity of employees to raise their opinions, not only to their 
fellow employees but also to the management. This was validated by Truss 
et al (2006) who established the importance of employees to have a voice 
for them to feel engaged and be part of the organization. Subsequent studies 
by Konrad (2006) suggest that work practices encouraging greater 
involvement could develop the optimistic attitudes and beliefs related to 
employee engagement and that these practices could produce the types of 
discretionary behaviours that lead to enriched performance. 
1.4 Indian IT Industry: An Overview 
India's Information Technology (IT) and Information Technology Enabled 
Services (1TES) have emerged as one of the most dynamic and vibrant 
sectors contributing and propelling the growth of Indian economy. As per 
NASSCOM. the Indian IT/ITES industry is expected to grow by 11-14% in 
FY2013. NASSCOM has also envisaged the Indian IT/ITES industry to 
achieve a revenue target of IJSD 225 billion by 2020, for which the 
industry needs to grow by 13% on a year on year basis in the next eight 
years. The projected growth of the Information Technology (IT) and 
Information Technology Enabled Services (ITES) is really important for 
the country from an employment generation point of view as well. 
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The Government of India has set the promotion of IT as one of its top 
priorities. IT is also a key foreign direct investment (FDI) focus area. The 
Tri= industry has a ripple effect on the rest of the economy and is, 
therefore, very strategic. Currently. India accounts for less than 5% of the 
global technology spending, and this provides a huge opportunity for the 
growth of the industry, both in terms of moving up the value chain, as well 
as growing the sector. The industry, however, needs to overcome several 
challenges to make the best of this growth opportunity, and attrition is one 
of its key challenges, as people are the most important resource in this 
industry. 
1.4.1 Attrition Rates in the Indian IT Industry 
Among the many challenges the Indian IT/ITES industry faces, talent is one 
of the greatest. The attrition rates in the industry are higher than in other 
industries, and there is always competition for talent Any attrition, for 
whatever reason, brings huge costs to the organization, as it incurs up-front 
costs in recruiting. selecting, inducting, training, and deploying the resource. 
In the PP/ITES industry, attrition also means loss of that much institutional 
knowledge, even if the firm has great knowledge management procedures. 
Within the ITIITES sector, attrition rates are the highest in the BPD space, 
followed by Services and then the Product space. 
Organizations have been focusing a great deal on efforts to reduce attrition. 
Intention to Quit as a construct has been receiving a lot of attention in the 
context of employee attrition. Progressive organizations have started 
tracking `Employee Engagement' initiatives and projected attrition, They 
continue doing interventions based on the periodic inputs they receive from 
employees through town halls, feedback mechanisms like the 360-degree 
feedback and climate surveys. These firms have invested in efforts to make 
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the work environment better. provide more resources, make available 
learning and growth opportunities, and keep employees engaged so that the 
Intention to Quit is kept low. 
1.4.2 Engaging Employees in the Indian IT Industry 
To achieve its ambitious growth targets and realize its full potential, the 
Indian IT/ITES industry clearly needs, in addition to the policy push from 
the government, employees who are `engaged'. Overwhelmingly, it is 
becoming clear that engaged employees are great for an organization. They 
contribute more (therefore, are more productive), remove roadblocks, show 
traits of stewardship, and do not leave the organization (have more desire to 
stay with the organization). The greater the employee engagement, the 
greater the employee's inclination to 'go the extra mile' and put in the extra 
effort for the benefit of the organization. Further, engaged employees being 
more committed to the organization are more inclined to stay. 
What the IT industry needs to realize its potential and make the most of the 
immense opportunity that lies ahead of them is to focus on creating 
'Engaged employees. 
1.5 Research Background 
Ti is estimated that only 30% of those who work are engaged (Buckingham 
& Coffman. I999; Harter of al., 2009) and engaged employees bring several 
attractive and important benefits to the organization (Crabtree, 2004). 
Engaged employees average 27% less physical absenteeism (Harter et al., 
2009) than their peers and are five times less likely to leave than employees 
who are not engaged (Vance, 2004). It was seen that an engaged employee 
increases individual performance by 20% (Buchanan, 2004) and has fewer 
accidents on the job (Hurler of al., 2009) reducing compensation claims. 
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They also score 34% higher on customer satisfaction-rating scales (Vance, 
2004). Moreover, there is evidence of a direct linkage between employee 
engagement and profits. It is seen that having a higher proportion of 
engaged employees has a positive correlation with a company's profit 
margin (Keller, 2008; Harter et al., 2009). 
It has been seen that research on employee engagement has been mostly led 
by consultants) practitioners (Baumruk et al, 2006: Gallup Management 
Journal. 2006) rather than academicians. Employee engagement is therefore 
an area in which a deeper and more exact academic analysis is needed 
(Macey & Schneider. 2008). Most consultants/ practitioners see 
engagement as `a workplace approach designed to ensure that employees 
are committed to their organization's goals and values, motivated to 
contribute to organizational success, and able at the same time to enhance 
their own sense of well-being' (MacLeod and Clarke 2009). Academicians 
have looked at engagement as something that is experienced by the 
individuals. Hence the state of being engaged is something that can be 
influenced by the right approach and management strategies. 
Research by Robinson, Perryman and Ilavday (2004) notes that 
practitioners have spotlighted Employee Engagement, but it has been 
hugely destabilized in educational literature. Even though Saks (2006) and 
Bhatnagar (2007) have attempted to offer a tangible conceptual explanation 
of the construct of employee engagement, the studies expose the repeated 
corruption of the definition and conceptualization of the construct by its 
identification with further outcome components, such as intrinsic 
motivation, organizational citizenship behaviour, job involvement, 
organizational commitment and employee loyalty. 
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According to Soupata (2005), firms struggle to establish the excellence of 
their enterprise. From this perspective, procedures such as employee 
relations, employee communication, and their development and learning 
play an important role in the performance of employees and their 
attachment to their organization and joh. From this perspective, employee 
engagement is considered an authoritative construct that results in 
attachment of employees to their organizations and jobs. Xanthopoulou et 
al. (2009) reports that the process of motivation in the Job Demands-
Resources Model (Bakker & Dernerouti, 2007) identifies the resources of a 
job as major initiators of work engagement of the employees and 
accordingly of their improved performance. The resources of a job refer to 
the social, organizational and physical characteristics of the job that help in 
efficiently attaining the goals related to work, diminish demands and 
related costs, and motivate personal development and growth (Bakker & 
Demerouti 2007). As inherent motivators. the resources of ajob accomplish 
a fundamental need of humans—the need to belong—and promote the 
development of individuals (Dcci & Ryan, 1985). Like extrinsic motivators, 
they persuade employees to give their best to the job (Gagne' & Deci, 
2005). in both the cases, employees may become more involved in their 
work since they obtain a sense of accomplishment from it (Schaufeli & 
Bakker, 2004), and this, in turn, motivates them to execute better (Bakker 
2009). 
Over the past decade or more, several empirical studies have upheld the 
view that psychological agreement is a significant motivator of employees 
(for example, Rousseau, 2004; Sturges et aL 2005). Rousseau (2004) 
emphasizes that individuals recognize a breach of assurances by their 
employer; the employees' commitment to the firm and motivation diminish, 
and their intention to quit their jobs increases (Bhatnagar, 2009). The 
environment an organization or manager creates hence becomes really 
important in engaging employees. 
The current study also deals with the antecedents of employee engagement. 
This is important for two reasons—l. to understand what lever and factors 
contribute to huildin_(Y an enga~eed workforce and 2. to develop support 
strategies that facilitate an engagement building culture. Kahn (1990), for 
example. says that the meaningfulness of a jab is an important component 
to building engagement. Similarly, this study seeks to understand what 
variables contribute to employee engagement. These levers will help us 
predict the greater performance of the firm and reduce the individual's 
Intention to Quit. 
Even though there is an obvious association between retention and 
engagement, it is significant to dill'ercntiate these two components. 
Employee, who are engaged may he less likely to quit the firm, but all 
sections of the population of employee, —irrespective of their engagement 
levels—are (to a greater or lesser degree t likely to quit at any point in time. 
This association permits us to differentiate two trends. Firstly, the policies 
of retention have to be distinct based on the engagement level of any one 
individual—for example. the policies of retention. such as when to make a 
counter-offer, must he based on how critical the individual's contribution 
has been to the success of the organiiation and also how sustainable such 
an attempt is. For example, the retention of an employee who is departing 
because they are displeased with their existing job conditions simply by 
summiting to their demands for a higher salary will have no impact in the 
longer term unless the conditions of the job are also changed. 
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Secondly, the stated intent to quit the firm is not a forecaster of definite 
departure. It could he a 	display 	of how 	hard 	an 	individual 	will 	he 
performing to assist the firm in attaining its goals and how much effort may 
be expended on other actions (Blessing White & Anexi. 2008). This is an 
important aspect that this study will look into. This research looks into the 
intention to quit rather than hard attrition figures, as the former is more 
appropriate when thinking of attrition in the context of Employee 
Engagement. 
As shown in Table 1.1, compared to the rest of the world, about 34 percent 
of the employees in India are completely engaged and about 13 percent are 
really disengaged. India stands out in terms of possessing one of the highly 
focused workforces in the world, but even then only 34% of the employees 
here are fully engaged (See Figure 1.1). 
Table 1.1: Employee engagement of India vs. Rest of the world 
Reqiori Diserwaued 
Honevmooners 
R Hamsters 
Crash & 
Bum 
Almost 
Encased 
Fully 
Envaaed 
India 13% 13% 11% 29% 34%. 
SouthAF t1% 14% l8% 26% 31%', 
NA 19% 12% 13% 27% 29% 
AU NZ 20% 18% 12% 24% 26% 
Europe 21% 15% 13% 28% 23% 
SEA 21% 9% 18% 31% 22% 
China 33% 9% 16% 32% 10% 
Other 35% 7% 7% 27% 24% 
Grand Total 18% 17% 13% 28% 29% 
I 	Source: Blessing White & Anexi (2008) 
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Figure 1.1: Employee engagement of India N s. Rest of the world 
Source: Blessing White & Anexi (2008) 
While organizational focus is centered on employee engagement, not much 
has changed since the first report on employee engagement in 2003. On the 
whole. Indian organizations have benefited from rapid development and the 
d\ nanlic nature Ot the work force in India. The Blessing_ Engagement 
surveN, certainly has become established to a great extent, evell 
institutionalized, but interview, and Iincling, point Out that organizations 
still struggle to make these reports actionable. 
\umerous studies have rd iabl 	determined that the Indian workin~.z 
population is greatly engaged in terms of both assisting firms attain their 
stated strategic objectives and attaining their own personalgoals of 
meaningful, interesting, and rewarding work (Blessing White & Anexi, 
2()()S). Figure 1.2 depicts the industr -wise levels of engagement of 
employees in India. 
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Figure 1.2: Engagement by industry 
Source: Blessing White & Anexi (2008) 
The levels of engagement of the workers in India differ from one industry 
to another. However, with the exclusion of the Government/public sector (it 
has comparatively low levels of engagement in all countries), there is no 
obvious sketch of the kinds of industries in which the levels of engagement 
are the strongest. In some of the high-tech industries, such as biotechnology 
and pharmaceuticals, the scores of engagen)ent are low, whereas in some of 
the service-focused industries. Such as consumer products and retail, the 
scores are high. In the technology sector, employee engagement is neither 
high nor low: it is average. 
Figure 1.3 depicts the levels of engagement on the basis of the various 
levels within firms (Blessing \Vhite & Anexi, 2008). 
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Figure 1.3: hngagement by level 
Source: Blessing White & Anexi (2008) 
As expected, the higher the levels in the organization, the greater the 
employees' levels of engagement. This is hardly astonishing as per the 
research report, as they are nearer to the centers of decision-making, 
possess a greater say in the direction of the firm, and apparently have been 
endorsed at least moderately on their capability to distribute against the 
goals of the organization. This tendency is more progressive in India 
compared to other parts of the world. \v here it has been observed that there 
is a greater drop in engagement past the level of vice president. Still, with 
only about half of the vice presidents of India and other C level executives 
completely engaged in the pursuit Oi the success of the organization. there 
is a hinge of room for enhancement even at the very senior levels (Blessing 
White & Anexi, 2008). The cnga~gement levels of employees in India is 
marginally better. but it does not give a cause to celebrate yet as the overall 
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engagement levels 	are 	still 	fairly low compared to what is possible to 
achieve. 
I 
1.6 Problem Statement 
Employee engagement has appeared only fairly recently in academic 
literature (for instance, Maslach, Schauleli, & Leiter 200L; Schaufeli, 
Bakker, & Salanova, 2005; Kahn. 1990), but it is much more widely found 
in consulting literature (Tower-Perrin, 2003; Buckingham & Coffman, 
1999). As the construct is relatively new, there is a deficiency of 
information regarding employee engagement, particularly regarding the 
conditions that result in employee engagement (Macey & Schneider. 2008), 
its measurements, employee engagement antecedents, and the association 
between the intention to quit and employee engagement. 
As defined by Schaufeli (2002), engagement is the fulfilling, positive, 
work-associated state of mind that is categorized by dedication. absorption, 
and vigour. Across geographies and across organizations, managers are 
attempting resolve the issue of gaining highly engaged employees. 
Obviously, no one needs employees who are detached or indifferent 
towards their work Until now, most of the studies in India on engagement 
variables have been done from the point of view of consulting firms, and 
these studies have looked at employee satisfaction, job involvement, or 
employee commitment as employee engagement. 
In short, organizations are increasingly focusing on employee engagement 
as a promising strategy to increase retention (Lockwood, 2007). However, 
as mentioned earlier, there is a surprising shortage of research on employee 
engagement in the academic literature (Macey & Schneider, 2005: Saks, 
2006). While human resource managers have been asked to build strategies 
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and action items to build more employee engagement, little research 
actually exists into what the antecedents for engagement are, how those 
relate to engagement, and how engagement affects the intention to quit as 
an outcome variable. Moreover, these have not been studied in the Indian 
IT industry to further understand employee engagement and what can be 
done to build greater employee engagement across the board. Most of what 
has already been written regarding employee engagement is from the 
perspectives of either a practitioner or a consulting firm, where the concepts 
around employee engagement have their foundations in practice rather than 
empirical research and theory. 
The insights that are gained from this study could offer important and 
relevant information for the formulation of interventions intended to 
increase employee engagement to greater levels and also shod light on the 
degree to which different degree impact upon employee engagement in the 
Indian IT industry. Moreover, relatively very little is known about how 
employee engagement can be influenced by organizational factors and 
management, and that will be a huge step forward, which this study is 
attempting to take. 
1.7 Purpose of the Research 
The purpose of this study is to examine a hypothcsiced employee 
engagement model by exploring the antecedents of employee engagement, 
the intention to quit as an outcome variable, and the relationship of the 
antecedents and intention to quit with employee engagement. This is 
explored in the context of the Indian IT industry.  
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1.8 Research Objectives 
The research objectives of this study are the following 
i. To understand the basic concept of employee engagement and 
its measurement 
ii. To identify the antecedents that contribute to employee 
engagement in the Indian IT industry. 
iii. To examine the relationship of the anteccdcnts of employee 
engagement to employee engagement in the Indian IT 
industry. 
iv. To examine the relationship between employee engagement 
and employee intention to quit in the Indian IT industry. 
v. To suggect effective employee engagement strategies for 
organization to practice to facilitate the creation of engaged 
employees in the Indian IT industry. 
1.9 Research Questions 
To achieve the research objectives the following research questions are to 
be answered through this research. 
i. What is employee engagement? 
ii. How can employee engagement be effectively measured? 
i. What are the antecedents of employee engagement in 
Indian IT industry! 
iii. How are the antecedents related to employee engagement 
in Indian IT industry? 
iv. In what way is employee engagement related to the 
employees' intention to quit in Indian IT industry? 
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v. How can one create an IT organization where employees 
are engaged? 
1.10 Importance of the Research 
The knowledge generated through this study will further the theory building 
related to employee engagement. This research will build upon the current 
theoretical frameworks and test those in the Indian IT industry. The 
antecedents of employee engagement and their relationship with employee 
engagement are explored, and the intention to quit is considered as an 
outcome variable, Io the absence of any empirical research on employee 
engagement in the Indian context, this study is expected to open up further 
areas of potential research. 
Creating a set of engaged employees is key to any organization's success. 
This is especially true for human capital-intensive industries like the IT 
industry. [n an environment where the industry itself is growing fast and 
there is a huge amount of scaling up that the industry has to do, 
understanding how to create engaged employees is going to be a key 
differentiator for organizations. Employee engagement is the extent to 
which an employee applies himself/herself at work to meet both planned 
and unplanned situations. Employees who are engaged with the firm and its 
values are not only planning to stick with the firm, but are also happy and 
proud to be related with the firm. Hence, employee engagement is very 
important for a firm to make sure that their employees bring their complete 
skills to the job. The importance of this study is that it deals with employee 
engagement from the perspective of an individual and provides avenues for 
the organization to build more engaged employees. An employee who is 
engaged is conscious of the context of business and works with his/her 
colleagues/supervisors to create the biggest impact in favour of the firm. 
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This study aims to understand employee engagement as a construct where 
employees go beyond their immediate joh descriptions in the Indian IT 
industry. A That motivates such behaviour may be the environment, 
personality, team, and job characteristics, and knowing what factor 
contributes to employee engagement is an important part of this study. 
Finally, from the perspective of an organization, knowing employee 
engagement, what impacts engagement, and how an organization can be 
created that breeds engaged employees is extremely important. In an 
environment where the India IT industry has to move up the value chain in 
terms of creating successful products, this study provides a framework that 
can specifically be applied to the IT industry. 
1.11 Conclusion 
This chapter looked at the basic concept of employee engagement and 
seeped out the research problem. Also, a discussion of the IT industry in 
India and the argument that it is really important for the IT industry to have 
engaged employees to scale up and move up the value chain was put forth. 
The framework established in this chapter helps us to focus on parts of the 
literature and practice that one has to look further and deeper to understand 
the existing research gap in line with the research objectives established in 
this introductory chapter. 
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CHAPTER TWO 
REVIE\V OF LITERATURE 
2.1 Introduction 
Chapter 2 starts with understanding employee engagement at a high level 
and its conceptualization. The chapter then explore,, the practitioner's view 
of' employee engagement before examining the various academic models of 
employee engagement based on a thorough literature review. Once the 
various models of employee engagement in the practitioner world and 
academic literature have been reviewed. the chapter explores what the 
antecedents of employee engagement are based. Looking at the outcome 
variables of employee engagement 1-  allows this section. The relevant 
literature around each of the antecedents/drivers and outcome variables are 
reviewed. The various scale,, of measuring employee engagement is also 
looked at before discussing the research gap the researcher is exploring as 
part of this research before concluding the literature review chapter. 
2.2 Understanding Employee Engagement 
Employee engagement as a concept has Lot a lot of attention recently with a 
dramatic increase in discussions about employee engagement in both the 
practitioner world and the academic world. Organizations see this as a 
source of major competitive advantage that will help them to face 
challenges in the market place. as well as to increase productivity. AON 
Hewitt (2012). a human resource. consulting firnm, claims to have 
established a conclusive, compelling, relationship between engagement and 
profitability through higher productivity sales, customer satisfaction and 
employee retention. 
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It has also been seen that engaged employees create engaged customers, 
which results in a huge leverage with respect to the bottom-line. 
Engagement has increasingly become the lcus of building organizational 
values so that there is a culture. which then facilitates driving employee 
engagement. Creating an engaged workforce is one of the top management 
challenges today. In a study. 82 	of the surveyed workforce said that 
employee engagement was one of the most important issues facing their 
company (Czarnowsky, 2008). Organizations need engaged employees 
(Bakker & Schaufeli, 2008). and progressive organizations are looking for 
methods to create such a workforce. 
Over the last few, years. employee engagement as a concept has 
increasingly come into focus. and the concept has seen significant 
developments in how it is defined. measured. and conceptualized. As 
mentioned earlier, these developments have been driven more by practice 
than by academics primarily because employee engagement developed as 
an independent construct only recently. For long, it was seen only as old 
wine in a new bottle (Saks. 2006) - a repackaging of other already-existing 
constructs under the new term engagement. 
Any discussion of employee engagement has to look at both the practitioner 
view of employee engagement, as well as the academic, scholarly models, 
as academic interest in employee engagement had lagged behind practice. 
Saks (2006) says that as practitioners turned to academic literature for 
strategies on developing an engaged workforce, they were met with a gap. 
The attempt of the current research is to base itself on academic. scholarly 
work on employee engagement. However, any discussion of employee 
engagement is not complete without taking into account the practice view, 
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as it is closely intertwined with academic work in the development, 
evolution of employee engagement as a construct. Hence, this literature 
review covers the practice view of employee engagement as well because 
that makes the conceptualization and uperationalization of employee 
engagement from an academic, scholarly way more precise and brings 
clarity to how employee engagement is defined in this study. The 
practitioner approach and the academic approach are very different in 
purpose and outcome (Macey & Schneider, 2008: Wefald & Downey, 
2009), and therefore, it makes greater sense to review both perspectives 
before the employment engagement model for this study is proposed. 
2.2.1 Practice View of Employee Engagement 
As someone who has spent a lot of time in the IT industry working mostly 
in its human resources and operations areas, I believe it is important to 
study employee engagement from the practice perspective as well. 
'Employee Engagement' as a term is used very loosely in practice as well 
as management/consulting circles, and the construct is defined and studied 
in different ways depending on the consulting firm, the audience, and the 
nature of the discussion. In my discussions with human resource 
practitioners or managers, I have found that the term is often used as a 
proxy for employee satisfaction, employee loyalty or employee 
commitment. 
Mn Hewitt claims that their employee engagement model `goes beyond 
benchmarking employee satisfaction' to measuring the intellectual and 
emotional commitment of employees to their business'. They identify three 
'key behaviors' that are assumed to indicate strong engagement (Aon 
Hewitt, 2013). These 'key behaviors', according to Hewitt, are 'Stay: 
people have an intense desire to be a member of the organization: Say: 
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people consistently speak positively about the organization to co-workers, 
potential employees, and most critically customers (current and potential), 
and Strive: people exert extra effort and engage in work that contributes to 
business success.' The Aon Hewitt (2013) Engagement 2.0 Report says that 
the top 10~%% of engaged employees demonstrate better quality efficiency 
and customer outcome at a rate many multiples greater than the actively 
disengaged. Aon Hewitt proposes a model with six major categories 
containing 22 organizational antecedents that potentially drive an 
individual's engagement (See Figure 2. 1). 
: _; dj 
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Figure 2.1: on Hewitt Engagement Drivers 
Source: Aon Hewitt WVebsite 
Gallup defines engagement as the involvement with and enthusiasm for 
work'. Gallup research also talks about engaged employees being more 
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productive, more customer focused, and more likely to stay longer (Gallup, 
2013). According to them, the best performing companies know that 
developing an employee engagement strategy and linking it to goals is 
important Coy organizations to win. Their measure of engagement—Q-12 
questionnaire responses—actually measures a lot of satisfaction. The core 
elements of Q-12 are expectations about one's work, having the resources 
to do the job, recognition, supervisor support. peer support, empowerment, 
mission of the organization, commitment of peers to do quality work, 
having a friend at work, and growth. According to the bestselling book 
First, Break All the Rules, based on Gallup's extensive program of research 
on engagement, less than one in every five workers is actively engaged in 
their work (Buckingham, 1999). 
Towers Perrin defines engagement as 'the extent to which cntployces put 
discretionary effort into their work, beyond the required minimum to get 
the job done, in the form of extra time, brainpower or energy (Vance, 
2006). The consulting terms Think. Feel and Act are nothing but the 
rational, emotional, and motivational aspects of engagement. The Rational 
or Think aspect is the extent to which a person understands and fits into the 
goals and values of an organization. The Emotional or Feel part of 
engagement is attachment to the goals and values of the organization. The 
Motivation aspect covers the discretionary effort that employees are willing 
to put in. Towers Perrin sees engagement building as a process that is 
continuous and never-ending. Their research reiterates that building a 
meaningful and emotionally enriching work experience lies at the core of 
engagement building. In their numerous studies, the firm has seen that 
engaging employees is not about making people happy or paying them 
more money, but about accountability in one's job, autonomy, having a 
sense of control over one's work environment, a sense of shared destiny, 
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and opportunities for development and advancement. The emotional and 
rational components reiterate that employees, in order to be engaged. need 
to have a sense of mission. passion, and pride that motivates them to make 
that extra effort or discretionary effort and also tools, resources, and 
support from the organization. Many years of their consulting work have 
shown that only 17% of employees are highly engaged, while 19% are 
disengaged, with the rest falling somewhere in the middle. Towers Perrin 
also claim that they have evidence of engaged employees impacting 
customer satisfaction scores and revenue growth in a positive way and, 
hence, the importance of building a highly engaged work force (Towers 
Perrin, 20 13 ). 
Rational 	 Emotional 
'Think' 'Feel' 
Engagement 
Motivational 
'Act' 
Figure 2.2: Engagement Model per Towers Perrin 
Source: www.towersperrin.com 
The Corporate Leadership Council (CLC) defines engagement as 'the 
extent of employees' commitment. work effort, and desire to stay in an 
organization'. They talk about employee engagement as being dynamic and 
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continuous in nature. CLC recommends that the core for employee 
engagement be built into a longer terns, sustainable strategy. 
The Institute of Employment Studies (IES) defines engagement as 'a 
positive attitude held by the employee towards the organization and its 
values'. An engaged employee is aware of the business context and works 
with colleagues to improve performance within the job for the benefit of the 
organization.' (Robinson et al, 2004). IES talks about willingness to go the 
extra mile, getting the bigger picture, working towards making things 
better, belief in the organization, and being respectful to colleagues as 
behaviours exhibited by engaged employees. 
Conference Board defines engagement as 'a heightened emotional 
connection that an employee feels for his or her organization, that 
influences him or her to exert greater discretionary effort to his or her 
work'. As part of their meta-analysis. Conference Board identifies R broad 
buckets that drive engagement. Those are trust and integrity, nature of the 
job, line of sight between individual performance and company 
performance, career growth opportunities, pride about the company, co-
workers, growthldevelopment, and relationship with the manager. 
Kenexa defines engagement ors 'the extent to which employees are 
motivated to contribute to organizational success and are willing to apply 
discretionary effort to accomplishing tasks that are important to the 
achievement of organizational goals' (Kenexa, 2013). As part of their 
studies done across many countries, Kenexa reiterates that employee 
engagement can be measured, the drivers of employee engagement are 
more universal than country specific, and higher levels of engagement are 
associated with stronger financial performance. 
In short, most consulting, management, as well as corporate, views of 
employee engagement talk about discretionary efforts, greater application, 
and dedication. Most of the models, across a spectrum of consulting 
companies, show that the key components of employee engagement are 
similar. Vance (2006), Robinson (2007), and Schneider et al (2009), all 
report that the common components include enthusiasm for work, pride in 
one's organization, commitment, employee alignment with organizational 
goals, and willingness to exert discretionary efforts. 
2.2.2 Scholarly/Academic View of Employee Engagement 
From a practitioner's perspective, the construct is examined for its usability 
and its actionable outcomes, such as increased productivity levels, lower 
attrition, and impact on financial parameters. The focus is typically on 
aggregated data view at a macro level to increase the effectiveness of work-
groups (Wcfald & Downey, 2009). Although from one perspective, this 
approach blends a number of concepts, such as satisfaction, motivation, and 
commitment, and the reliability and validity of employee engagement as a 
construct is not readily available (Vance, 2006). In contrast, the academic 
approach to employee engagement is focused on employee engagement as 
an independent construct at (he individual level. This helps in 
understanding the variables that drive employee engagement and how 
employee engagement can be influenced at the level of the individual 
employee. 
Within the academic perspective. there are a number of approaches lu 
defining the concept of employee engagement. A key part of this study is to 
understand what employee engagement is, and therefore, it is important to 
review all these approaches. 
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2.2.2.1 Need-Satisfying Approach to Employee Engagement 
Kahn (1990) said that conditions of meaningfulness, safety, and availability 
were important to understand why someone is engaged in his/her work or 
not. Kahn (1990) defined meaninglulness as a positive `sense of return on 
investments in one's role performance'. Safety was the absence of fear or 
worry about negaive consequences to one's status or self-image. 
Availability was having resources—physical, emotional and 
psychological—to complete ones work. 
An early definition of employee engagement by Kahn (1990) talks about 
`psychological presence' in performing ones job role. Ile says engaged 
employees "employ and express themselves physically, cognitively. and 
emotionally during role performances'. The physical aspect mentioned in 
his study is the physical energy that needs to be expended in accomplishing 
tasks. The cognitive aspect of employee engagement concerns employees' 
beliefs about the organization, its leadership/leaders, and the given working 
conditions. The emotional aspect covers employees' feelings about these 
factors and their attitudes toward the organization and its leaders. Kahn 
(1990) said that engagement is the degree and amount of involvement in the 
organization and disengagement is the degree of withdrawal. 
Others have looked at employee engagement in the same way--Baumruk 
(2004), Richman (2006), and Shaw (2005) define employee engagement as 
the emotional and intellectual commitment to the organization, and Frank et 
al 2004 defines it as the amount of discretionary effort exhibited by 
employees in their job. Truss et at (2006) define employee engagement 
simply as the `passion for work', which is a psychological state that covers 
all the three dimensions discussed by Kahn (1990). 
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Debs (2009) says each and every employee will have a different kind of 
psychological make up towards the organization. Their levels of 
commitment, job involvement, and emotional bonding towards the 
organization are based on their educational qualification, their needs, and 
their previous work experience. Their fulfillment levels will also vary 
depending on their basic needs. 
Zelles (2012), also on the basis of Kahn's work, defines employee 
engagement in his research as a procedure for developing individuals so 
that they will express themselves physically, emotionally, and cognitively 
to the work and to the organization. In this definition too, the word 
'physical' refers to employees commitment and their work for the 
organization, the word 'emotionally' refers to the attitude and behaviour of 
employees towards the management, and the word 'cognitively' refers to 
employees' self-belief about the future of the organization. A few other 
studies on employee engagement along similar lines are elaborated below. 
Cook (2008) describes employee engagement as the personified passion of 
every employee in an organization giving their commitment and their best 
effort to their organization to serve customers, it's simply all about the 
willingness of every employee to give their sustained discretionary effort in 
support of their organization, and employees express it by committing 
themselves to the organization's success. Employees who are engaged in 
this process feel inspired by their work, and they always think about the 
future of the company. 
Walker (2012) defines employee engagement as the emotional and 
intellectual commitment of employees towards their organization, towards 
its success. Engaged employees will experience a compelling purpose and 
meaning in their work, and they will give their discrete effort to the 
advancement of the organization towards its objective. The purpose and 
meaning that employees see in their job will engage all the employees to 
work for the organization's success and enhance the performance of 
employees and the organization through employee management. 
Bhatia (2008) says that employee engagement is the extent of the 
employee's value. It can be either job satisfaction or an employees' 
emotional commitment towards the organization. For the management, it 
may be the retention of employees or satisfying customers. Employees who 
are engaged in the organization and its value are not necessarily planning to 
stick with their organization; they are just happy and proud to be associated 
with the organization. Employee engagement is the energy, passion. fire 
that an employee has for his/her organization. He too defines employee 
engagement as the positive attitude of employees towards their 
organization/company and the company's core values. The employee who 
engages with the organization is aware of the business context of the 
company and will work along with his/her colleagues to improve overall 
job performance for the benefit of the company/organization. They will 
always do meaningful work for the company, focus on their work, and 
maintain good business relationships with people within and outside of the 
organization. 
Tn a later (1992) article. Kahn went on to redefine psychological presence 
as an extension of meaningfulness, safety, and availability conditions. Kahn 
(1992) also says that if these three basic needs are not met, it was 
unreasonable to expect employees to be fully engaged in work. 
An empirical study of Kahn's 1990 conceptualization of employee 
engagement (May et al, 2002) on a sample of 203 employees from 
insurance firms indicated that engagement had a positive relation to 
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meaningfulness (r=0.63), availability (r=.29) and safety (r--.45). This study 
found job enrichment and role fit to be positive predictors of 
meaningfulness, rewarding coworker and supportive supervisor relations 
were positive predictors of safety, and resources were a positive predictor 
of psychological availability. 
To summarize, across all the models reviewed in this section, employee 
engagement is a bond between the employee and the organization. There 
arc, therefore, ways of influencing, building, and creating engagement 
through appropriate interventions if we know what specific antecedents 
drive employee engagement. 
2.2.2.2 Burnout as the Opposite of Employee Engagement 
Until 2001, Kahn's was the only published study on employee engagement. 
In 2001, Maslach, Schauleli, and Leiter published their research on the 
concept of job burnout and positioned employee engagement as the 
opposite of burnout. Maslach et al (2001) argues that engagement and 
burnout are two opposite poles of a continuum as measured by the Maslach 
Burnout Inventory (MBI-GS; Maslach & Leiter, 1997). In this approach, 
burnout is nothing but the antithesis to employee engagement. Burnout was 
theorized to be the erosion of engagement. According to Maslach et al 
(2001), six areas of work-life lead to either burnout or engagement: 
workload, control, rewards and recognition, community and social support, 
perceived fairness, and values. 
Schaufeli, Salanova, Gonzalez-Roma, and Bakker (2002) tested this 
framework using the MBI-GS and a refined definition of engagement as 'a 
positive, fulfilling, work-related state of mind that is characterized by 
vigour, dedication, and absorption'. Energy and identification form the core 
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of employee engagement, and these two are captured in the dimensions of 
vigour and dedication. Vigour refers to the energy and mental resilience of 
the employee at work and the willingness to invest extra effort in the job. 
The motivational aspects of employee engagement—arousal and direction 
of action—are captured under vigour. 
Schaufeli et al (2002) calls the state of engagement (Kahn, 1990) 'work 
engagement'. Their study suggests a negative relationship between burnout 
and work engagement. Welfad (2008) critically examines the concept of 
employee engagement and provides empirical evidence regarding its 
validity as a work related concept by studying employees and managers in a 
mid-sized financial institution (N=382). 
2.2.2.3 Satisfaction-Engagement Approach to Employee Engagement 
Harter et al (2002) looks at engagement as individual's involvement and 
satisfaction with as well as enthusiasm for work'. This approach has its 
roots in Gallup Research, as this study used the GWA (Gallup Work Audit) 
questionnaire responses for a meta-analysis of 7939 business units across 
multiple industries. This study furthered employee engagement, as it 
established that employee engagement has a positive relationship with 
important business outcomes, such as customer satisfaction, turnover, 
productivity, and profitability (Harter et al 2002). 
Luthans and Peterson (2002) further extended this approach as they 
concluded based on a study that the most profitable work units of 
companies have people doing what they do best, with people they like and 
with a strong sense of psychological ownership'. Findings from their 
research extended the current theory about a manager's role in creating a 
supportive climate (Brown & Leigh, 1996) and paralleled early theories of 
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engagement (Khan. 1990; Maslach et al 2001) by suggesting that 
employees must have the job resources and support to complete their work. 
I 
Another study that falls within this approach is Stocklcy (2006), which 
defines engagement as the extent that an employee believes in the mission, 
purpose and values of an organization and demonstrates that commitment 
through their actions as an employee and their attitude towards the 
employer and customers. Employee engagement is high when the 
statements and conversations held reflect a natural enthusiasm for the 
company, its employees, and the products or services provided_' 
Lockwood (2007) reports that employees who are engaged in the company 
or organization will have some type of heightened connection to their work, 
their company or organization, and to the people they work for. This makes 
them produce good results for the company/organization. It brings customer 
satisfaction to customers and job satisfaction to the employees, and they are 
inspired about themselves for what they do and for whom they do it. 
Ultimately, employee performance becomes excellent. 
The Job Demands-Resources (JD-R) model by Demerouti. Bakker. 
Nachreiner, & Schaufeli (2001) also falls under this category. The JD-R 
model is based on the assumption that, in any type of work, psychological 
job characteristics can be divided into two categories job resources and 
job demands. Job demands refer to the physical, psychological, social, or 
organizational features of a job that require physical and/or psychological 
effort from an employee and are related to physiological and/or 
psychological costs (lor example, work overload, job insecurity, role 
ambiguity, role conflict). In short, job demands refer to those aspects of the 
job that need sustained physical and psychological efforts to get the job 
done; hence, there is a psychological cost associated with IL Job demands 
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can become negative job stressors when meeting the demands of the job 
requires a major effort from the employee who is already overburdened 
(Bakker & Demerouli, 2007). Job resources refer to the physical, 
psychological, social, or organizational features of a job that are functional 
in that they help achieve work goals, reduce job demands, and stimulate 
personal growth, learning, and development (job control. performance 
feedback, and social support). Job resources can result in intrinsic or 
extrinsic motivation at work, Intrinsic motivation is triggered when the 
basic psychological needs of autonomy, bclongingness, and competence are 
met. Extrinsic motivation is triggered by resources that help an employee in 
meeting job demands and thereby in achieving their goals at work. 
2.2-2.4 Multi-dimensional Approach to Employee Engagement 
Employee engagement has almost always been treated as a very general 
concept that refers to all aspects of one's work situation. Saks (2006) 
hypothesized that employee engagement developed through a social 
exchange theory (SET). SET talks about how the resources from an 
external source On this case an organization) result in employees feeling an 
obligation to reciprocate it through engagement related behaviours. Saks 
(2006) defined the emerging multidimensional concept of employee 
engagement' as a 'distinct and unique construct consisting of cognitive, 
emotional, and behavioral components which is associated with individual 
role performance'. This conceptualization extended the current thinking on 
the topic by developing a three-component model. Saks (2006) enrolled 
102 working students in his study and reported a positive relation between 
the antecedent variables of job characteristics, perceived organization 
support, and procedural justice. He also studied perceived supervisor 
support and rewards and recognition as antecedent variables with no 
statistically significant relationship. He looked at outcome variables of job 
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satisfaction, organizational commitment, and intention to quit. and those 
showed a relationship that was significant. Based on this study similar to 
Schaufeli et at (2002), Saks views the development of engagement as the 
absorption of a person's resources into the work they perform. In short, for 
employee engagement, an employee must readily have the physical, 
emotional, and psychological resources to complete their work, and the 
absence of that will result in burnout (Maslach et al, 2001; Schaufeli et al, 
2002) and the employee will eventually disengage. 
The conceptual work done by Macey & Schneider (2008) extended Saks 
(2006) model by suggesting that each preceding state of engagement 
(cognitive-emotional-behavioral) built on the next, eventually leading to 
complete employee engagement. Macey and Schneider (2008) view 
engagement as encompassing aspects of one's tasks, work/job, and 
organization and being an 'aggregate multidimensional construct'. They 
argue that behavioural engagement is simultaneously citizenship behaviour 
IOCB), role expansion, proactive behaviour, and demonstrating personal 
initiative, all strategically focused in service of organizational objectives'. 
2.2.2.5 Summary of Employee Engagement Approaches 
Across the myriad definitions and discussions of employee engagement by 
practitioners, consultants, and researchers, the common aspects are that 
engagement is a positive work-related psychological state that is reflected 
in words like enthusiasm, energy, passion, vigour and that engagement is a 
motivational state that manifests itself in a genuine willingness to invest 
focused efforts for the success of the organization. As the term employee 
engagement is not used consistently, it is important to differentiate the 
concept from the drivers of engagement (like organizational, job, and 
personal resources) and the consequences of engagement (like discretionary 
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behaviour, task perfarmanec, proactive behaviour, and turnover intention). 
A detailed discussion of the drivers of engagement and the consequences of 
engagement is done later in this chapter. 
2.3 Antecedents or Key Drivers of Employee Engagement 
Having engaged employees is great for an organization; it is, therefore, 
important to understand what drives engagement and what levers can be 
used to create/manage employee engagement. Identifying the drivers of 
employee engagement is as tricky as looking for one concrete definition of 
employee engagement, as practitioners and researchers have identified a 
number of such drivers. As in the case of developing employee engagement 
as a construct, research lags behind practice in examining the drivers of 
engagement. In this section, the various approaches to and drivers of 
employee engagement are reviewed. 
2.3.1 Practitioner View on the Drivers of Employee Engagement 
In the research conducted by the Institute of Employment Studies (IES) 
(Robinson et. at., 2004), there is considerable variation in the views of the 
authors about what drives engagement. Robinson (2004) points out that one 
approach is to focus on a few levers to raise engagement and that a one 
size fits all' approach is ineffective. He proposed that drivers of employee 
engagement vary according to the organization, employee group, 
individual, and the job itself (Robinson, 2007). Employee engagement is 
likely, therefore, to be influenced by interrelated factors. Across 12 large 
studies of employee engagement, practitioners found 26 different drivers of 
engagement. This is evident in the models by Gallup, Aon Hewitt, and 
Tower Perrin when we discussed them in section 2.2.1 Among these the 
most common drivers are the nature of the job, growth opportunities, pride 
in the company, relationships with co-workers/team members, employee 
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development, and the personal relationship with the manager (The 
Conference Board, 2006, p. 6). In her 2007 paper 'Employee engagement 
for competitive HR7s strategic role'. Lockwood suggests that engagement 
is nothing but the employee's emotional commitment to the organization' 
and the 'extent to which an employee derives enjoyment, meaning, and 
inspiration from something or someone in the organization'. Hence, it is not 
surprising that employee engagement is influenced by the culture of the 
organization, its leadership, the quality of communication, styles of 
management, levels of trust and respect, and the reputation oC the 
organization. The antecedents of employee engagement based on studies in 
the consulting and practice world can he grouped under four categories as 
shown in the Figure 2.3. These antecedents are discussed further in detail in 
the sections below. 
I Work Place Environment and 
	
Managers and Leadershin 	 EMPLOYEE 
ENG.AIEMENT 
I Growth and Development 	1 
Rewards and Recnenition 
Figure 2.3: Antecedents of Employee Engagement: The Practitioner 
Approach Source: Author 
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2.3.1.1 Work Place Environment and Culture 
Employees join an organization for various reasons. Whatever their reasons 
or motivation, the work environment plays a very important role in 
nourishing and energizing them or frustrating them. Based on that they 
either stay with the organization and do their best or do the minimum 
required to survive there. Work environment plays an important role in 
employees experiences that pushes them into either a state of engagement 
or that of disengagement. Every organization creates its own working 
environment, and a working environment that has open systems, open 
leadership structure and professional and supportive management promotes 
employee engagement. Thus, the culture of an organization, which is a sum 
total of all the factors mentioned so far and other aspects, plays a crucial 
role in building a work environment where employee engagement thrives. 
The experience that an employee goes through in an organization is key for 
engagement. Organizations considered to be best employers are likely to 
have a higher level of employee engagement as their workplace 
environment's make employees feel respected and connected so that they 
are willing to exert discretionary effort in pursuit of its success (Joyce, 
2004). Glen (2006) suggests that the work environment, along with 
organizational processes, role challenge, work-life balance, and 
management, plays a key role in predicting engagement. 
2.3.1.2 Managers and Leadership 
Effective leadership is a construct that enhances employee engagement. 
Employee engagement happens naturally when employees are 
automatically motivated by leaders to take charge and do more than 
required for the organization. A study by Corporate Leadership Council 
(CLC) that covered over 50,000 employees worldwide showed that 22 of 
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the top drivers of employee engagement were related to the manager. The 
research found a high correlation between engagement and the extent to 
which the manager clearly sets goals. the extent to which they set realistic 
performance, and the extent to which they are flexible to changing 
situations (Corporate Council, 2004). Another survey found that both large 
and small organizations rated the actions of senior leaders and direct 
supervisors as the most important drivers of employee engagement 
(McBain, 2007). A white paper released by Ixia Consultancy identifies 
three key critical drivers for employee engagement, namely the work 
undertaken, the managers. and the level of autonomy and control bestowed 
upon the individual. 
Through one of the most extensively done researches, Gallup highlights the 
importance of managers in employee engagement when they reiterate that 
employees leave managers and not organizations. The single most 
important variable in employee engagement is reported to be the quality of 
relationship between the employee and the direct supervisor. The Gallup 
study identifies it few qualities that most employees' value in their 
immediate manager. These are the interest shown by direct managers in 
employees, how managers or supervisors set clear and consistent 
expectations, how they value employees' strengths, how they provide 
feedback and recognition for good work done, and how they encourage and 
support employees' growth and development. Managers or supervisors who 
demonstrated the above-listed values were successful in creating a high 
level of employee engagement and were better at retaining their employees. 
Also. the quality of the managers and leaders of an organization creates the 
right work environment, which is very important for employees to apply 
themselves and provide discretionary efforts. 
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2.3.1.3 Growth and Development 
Most employees in any organization desire to improve and update their 
skills, and they want opportunities to do so. Almost all of the practitioner 
research, including Gallup, Corporate Leadership, and Towers Perrin, talks 
about development and growth opportunities enabling employee 
engagement. Levinson (2007) finds that employees who have a 
development plan and access to development have high levels of employee 
engagement. McBain (2007) shows that opportunities for career training 
and development are key drivers of employee engagement. DDI's study 
found that a good number of employees leave their jobs due to 
opportunities to learn in the new place. Employees want to keep their day-
to-day jobs interesting by learning new approaches and building new skills. 
Organizations can create a learning nilture and a learning environment by 
actively encouraging employees 10 learn so that they are prepared for future 
opportunities that may come tip. Also, this promotes creativity and 
innovation at the work place. Employees want to use their best skills and 
will be engaged when the organization recognizes their strengths. 
Especially for employees in the knowledge sector, where their 
employability is a function of their learning, skills, and knowledge, it is a 
strung need for employees to be challenged in their work so that they get to 
learn new things. Development for them is the acquisition of new skills, 
which helps them to grow in their careers and develop into a professional. 
Any great place to work, where employee engagement is high, will 
therefore need to have a strategic road-map to develop and grow 
employees. 
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2.3.1.4 Rewards and Recognition 
Wyatt (2007) found that having clear expectations and rewards linked with 
performance goals is key to employee engagement. Their study found that 
69 percent of employees who report that employers set clear expectations 
and deliver on promises are more engaged compared to 25 per cent where 
employers have no clear rewards for achieving goals. Blessing White 
(2008) reports that encouragement and rewards for efforts are drivers of 
engagement. Rewards and recognition act as effective motivators that will 
push the employee engagement up. 
Practitioner recommendations on developing a rewards and recognition 
program starts with providing employees with rewards and recognition that 
are culturally and personally meaningful. Also. it has to be timely, and the 
guidelines and linkages with performance or goal achievement transparent 
so that employees see the fairness of the rewards and recognition schemes. 
Aligning rewards and recognition to behaviours that are driving results is 
also key to building employee engagement. The companies the researcher 
has been involved with in the last decade or so use peer-to-peer recognition 
schemes to drive employee engagement. This is very effective in an 
environment where employees need to collaborate with each other and 
more often than not work in teams that may consist of employees from 
different departments. A peer-to-peer recognition and rewards scheme 
results in discretionary behaviour and sends a strong signal of timely, 
transparent, and effective recognition. 
2.3.2 Academic Perspectives on Drivers of Employee Engagement 
Early work by Kahn (1990) provided the background to understanding what 
drives employee engagement. As mentioned earlier, Kahn (1990) says 
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meaningfulness, safety, and availability are the three psychological 
conditions that influence people to personally engage in their work and 
their absence results in employee disengagement. Saks (2006) did 
pioneering research that looked into the antecedents and consequences of 
employee engagement. These studies added academic rigour to the 
practitioner/consulting body of information that linked empirically the 
drivers of engagement to employee engageutent. In the model proposed, 
Saks (2006) talks about job characteristics, perceived support by the 
organization, perceived support by the supervisor, rewards and recognition, 
procedural justice, and distributive justice as antecedents to employee 
engagement. Schaufeli & Salanova (2007) suggests that the antecedents of 
employee engagement consist of variables that influence the salient 
characteristics of the job, the type of climate an employee works in, and the 
emotional climate of a workplace. Armstrong (2012) reports that enriched 
and challenging jobs, quality improvement in the organisational 
relationship with the employees, quality improvement in the employee - top 
management or supervisor relationship, and fairness in processes are the 
major contributors towards employee engagement. Some of the major 
theories and studies around antecedents/drivers of employee engagement 
are discussed in detail in the following sections. 
2.3.2.1 Meaningfulness, Safety, and Availability in Kahn (1990) 
Work environment plays an important role in employees' work-related 
experiences that can push them into a stale of either engagement or 
disengagement. Kahn (1990) says that it is 'organizational contexts that 
enhance or undermine people's motivation and sense of meaning at work'. 
Kahn (1990) found that workers were more engaged at work when they 
were in situations that offered them more psychological meaningfulness 
and psychological safety and when they were more psychologically 
41 
available. An empirical test of Kahn's model (May et al., 2004) found that 
meaningfulness, safety, and availability have a significant influence on 
engagement. This study provided early inputs into factors or drivers that 
resulted in meaningfulness, safety. and availability and hence employee 
engagement. The relationship that was tested by May et al. (2004) is given 
in Figure 2.3. 
Job enrichment is the management's attempt to make the work interesting 
and make the employee tit his role. This generates meaningfulness for the 
employee. The job characteristics model provides job enrichment and hence 
meaningfulness. Enriching one's job is an important part of any job design 
to make the job use the skills of the employee adequately and in that 
process provide him a meaningful existence in the organization. 
Job ennc'urxnt 
	
Work ruse fit 
	 hicJI•rrgIumest, 
Coworker relations 
Cow Worker norms  
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Resources 	 7 	w__-- _ 
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Figure 2.4: An Empirical Test of Kahn's Model 
Source: May et al. (2004) 
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Work role tit or job fit: Researchers who have analyzed job fit suggest 
that a perfect job fit offers employees opportunities to do consequential 
work independently (Jiminieson et. al., 2004) and that the meaningfulness 
of the job affects employee engagement. Based on their experiences of 
work and job nit, employees build up job-related attitudes that, in turn, 
impact the intention to quit, performance, and commitment (Guy & 
Beaman, 2005: Jimmicson et. al.. 2004). 
A work role in a firm is generally a composite of various activities, each of 
which has expected outcomes that are described by the superiors of the role. 
Under ideal circumstances, these expected outcomes would be described 
without a specific person in mind, and then, the procedure of advertising 
and interviewing follows to fill the role. Prior to the procedure of hiring, 
therefore, a procedure takes place that first sets out the outcomes expected 
from the actions carried out by the role and then sets out the preferred 
qualities of the perfect individual to fulfill the role (Schaufcli et al.. 2002). 
Coworker relations: Employees find meaning in the work environment 
when they have rewarding interpersonal interactions with their colleagues 
(Locke & Taylor, 1990). This is because when employees are treated with 
dignity and respected for their contributions, they experience 
meaningfulness due to the resulting social identity. Kahn (1990) talks about 
meaningfulness and a sense of belonging as being the foundation of 
employee engagement, and those are provided to an individual through 
their interactions with their colleagues. 
Superior relations: In their empirical test of Kahn's model, May et al. 
(2004) found that supportive supervisor relations was positively related to 
psychological safety. Supervisors who are supportive and trusting generate 
feelings of psychological safety (Kahn. 1990; May et al., 2004). May et al., 
(2004) mentions five categories of such behaviours—behavioural 
consistency, behavioural integrity, sharing and delegation of control, 
accurate and open communication, and a demonstration of concern that 
trusting supervisors demonstrate. Such behaviours lead to feelings of 
psychological safety and therefore enhance the willingness among 
employees to invest themselves at work (and hence employee engagement). 
Coworker norms: Norms are informal rules that are not mandated by any 
authority but accepted by a group or team of employees. Such norms could 
affect the flexibility experienced by the employee. A tack oF flexibility and 
rigid norms can result in employees' feeling that they are less 
psychologically safe and hence lower employee engagement. 
Self-consciousness: Being self-conscious naturally has an influence on 
how employees view their roles. Self-conscious employees seem to be 
affected by job security, the pressure to look good to others, and the 
impression they leave about themselves. All these impact how 
psychologically available an employee is (and hence lower employee 
engagement). May et al. (2004) found that self-consciousness is a negative 
predictor of employee engagement as it consumes psychological safety. 
Resources: Availability of resources, whether it is physical, emotional. or 
cognitive, results in greater employee engagement. Lack of resources leads 
to stressful situations, and the scarcity of resources by itself can hold back 
employees from being engaged and drive them to disengagement. Social 
Exchange Theory (SET) also says that when employees receive physical, 
emotional, and cognitive resources from their organization, it is quite 
natural for them to feel obliged to give back with greater levels of 
engagement (Saks, 2006). 
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Outside activities: Other activities of an individual employee can impact 
his/her psychological availability, which is a necessary condition for 
employee engagement. Hence, this is all about psychological availability 
and where energies are spent. 
2.3.2.2 Drivers of Employee Engagement per Saks (2006) Model 
Saks (2006), in addition to talking about job engagement and organization 
engagement, proposes a model that talks about the antecedents and 
consequences (discussed in section 2.2.2 this chapter) of employee 
engagement. According to him, job characteristics, perceived 
organizational support, rewards and recognition, procedural justice, and 
distributive justice are all factors that drive employee engagement. The part 
of the model that talks about the antecedents as per Saks (2006) is given in 
Figure 2.5. 
Antecedents 
1 	Employee Engagement 
Jn6 characteristics 
Perceived organizational Support   
Perceived  Supervisor Support  ,Jab ?ngagemenl 
Rewards 
and 
 rrcotlun  Organization Engagement 
Procedural Justice 
Distributive Justice 
Figure 2.5: Antecedents of Employee Engagement 
Source: Sacs (20116) 
Job Characteristics 
Job characteristics, such as skill variety, task variety, task significance, 
autonomy, and feedback, offer the opportunity for employees to get 
engaged in the work and to the organization. Job characteristics were 
designed with the aim of describing the relationship between job 
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characteristics and individual responses to the work itself (Hackman & 
Oldham, 1976). Employee engagement can be enhanced by one's 
experience of the job as a presentation of all five dimensions of job 
characteristics, such as skill variety, task significance, task-identity, and 
autonomy. As per this model, positively experienced job characteristics will 
bring about three critical psychological states, namely, experienced 
meaningfulness of work, experienced responsibility for work outcomes, and 
knowledge of work results (Johari et al., 2009). People's experience of their 
work environment or the perceptions they build are dependent on the nature 
of the work that drives job satisfaction and well-being. For example, task 
variety and the opportunity for control are seen as positively related to 
employee well-being and satisfaction (Warr, 2007). 
Jobs that are high on the core job characteristics provide employees with 
motivation to he more engaged (Kahn, 1992). Maslach et al. (2001) model 
also suggests the importance of job characteristics for engagement, as 
feedback and autonomy are negatively related to burnout. This is true from 
the Social Exchange Theory (SET) perspective as well, as employees, when 
provided with challenging and enriched jobs, feel obliged to respond with 
higher levels of engagement. 
Perceived Organizational Support and Supervisor Support 
According to the organizational support theory (Eisenberger el al.. 2002), 
an organization's ability and capability to reward employees develops 
beliefs concerning the extent to which the organization values employee 
contributions and cares about their well-being. Perceived organizational 
support (POS) is also valued as assurance that assistance will be available 
from the organization when it is needed to cvry out one's job effectively 
and to deal with stressful situations (Eisenberger at al., 2002). The 
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psychological safety (Kahn, 1990) aspect of safety arises from the extent of 
care and support employees' perceive as provided by their organization, as 
well as their direct supervisor. Ti is theorized thatsupportive and trusting 
interpersonal relationships, as well as a supportive management, promote 
psychological safety, as employees felt safe in work environments that are 
open and supportive. It allows employees to experiment and to try new 
things and even fail without the fear of consequences (Kahn 1990). 
Social support is one of the conditions in the Maslach et al (2(H)l) model 
too that predicts employee engagement, and a lack of social support has 
been found to he related to burnout. Social support is based on Social 
Exchange Theory (SET). Employees who have organizational support will 
be more engaged in theirjobs as per the reciprocity norm of SET in order to 
help the organization reach its objectives (Rhoades et al., 2001). When 
employees believe that the organization is concerned about them and cares 
about their well being, they are likely to respond by doing their job and 
being more engaged. Supervisor support is seen as a part of the 
environment created in an organization, and hence, supportive supervisors 
are likely to be a key predictor of cntp1oyce engagement. Lack of support 
from supervisors has been found to be an important factor linked to burnout 
(Maslach et al., 2001). In addition, first-line supervisors are believed to he 
especially important in building engagement and to be the root of employee 
disengagement (Rates, 2004; Frank et al., 2004). Also, as employees notice 
and tend to reflect or imitate the characteristics of their leaders, it may be 
difficult for employees to engage if the leaders of the organization do not 
demonstrate positive behaviours associated with employee engagement 
(Kerfoot, 2008). 
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Rewards and Recognition 
Being rewarded and recognized for one's job is an important aspect that 
affects employees. Rewards, both extrinsically and intrinsically, are 
important. Rewards could be pay as per market, bonus, or benefits related, 
and recognition can be a pat on the hack by the supervisor or colleague or a 
call out by anyone for a job well done. Kahn (1990) reported that people 
vary in their engagement as a function of their perceptions of the benefits 
they receive from doing a role. If employees perceive a greater amount of 
rewards and recognition for their role performances, it is quite natural that 
they are more engaged compared to employees who do not see that link. 
Maslach et at. (2001) has also suggested that while a lack of rewards and 
recognition can lead to burnout, appropriate recognition and reward is 
important for engagement. Also, as per the Social Exchange Theory (SET), 
when employees receive rewards and recognition from the organization, 
they will feel obliged to respond with higher levels of employee 
engagement. 
Procedural Justice and Distributive Justice 
It is the perception of fairness that employees have. Distributive justice is 
concerned with ends (what the decisions arc) or the content of fairness, 
whereas procedural justice is concerned with the means used to get to those 
ends (how decisions are made) or the process of fairness. One of the 
dimensions of employee engagement—the safety dimension identified by 
Kahn (1990)—involves social situations that are predictable and consistent. 
It is really important for organizations to be both consistent and predictable, 
for example, about the distribution of rewards and the procedures for 
allocating them. Justice is one of the work conditions in the Maslach et al. 
(2001) engagement model, where it is argued that a lack of fairness can 
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exacerbate burnout, while positive perceptions of fairness can improve 
employee engagement (Maslach et a]., 2001). In other words employee 
perceptions of justice — both procedural and distributive justice can play an 
important role in an employee's well being in an organization. Just the 
perception that he is in an unfair place, even if that is not true can impact 
the extent of stress an employee feels. 
2.12.3 Drivers of Employee Engagement as per the Job-Demands-
Resources (JO-It) Model 
Most research on engagement as an experience of work activity has used 
the Job Demands-Resources (JD-R) model (Demerouti, Bakker. Nachreiner 
& Schauteli, 2001; Hakanen et al., 2008), and the Conservation of 
Resources (COR) theory (Hobfoll, 2001) to study the antecedents of 
engagement. As mentioned earlier, the Job-Demands-Resources (.1D-R) 
Model (Bakker & Demcrouti, 2008) is one of the most often used models to 
explain engagement. 
Job resources refer to the resources that cover the physical, social, or 	-  
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organizational aspects of the job that may: (a) reduce job demands and the 
associated physiological and psychological costs; (b) be functional in 
achieving work goals; or (c) stimulate personal growth, learning, and 
development (Bakker & Demcrouti, 2008). Some studies have already 
shown that having job resources increases employee engagement. 
(Christian, Garza & Slaughter, 2011). One of the assumptions of the model 
is that resources in the job, such as social support from colleagues and 
supervisors, performance feedback, skill va riety, and autonomy, start a 
motivational process that leads to higher employee engagement. Job 
resources may be located at the level of the organization (for example, job 
security, salary, and career opportunities), interpersonal and social relations 
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(for example, supervisor support and support from colleagues), the 
organization of work (for example., role clarity), and the level of the job (for 
example, skill variety, task significance, task identity, feedback, and 
autonomy). Job resources and demands at the end of the day sums up the 
forces in an organization that aids the employee to meet the expectations at 
the job. 
Job demands refer to aspects of the job that require sustained physical 
and/or psychological effort and that are therefore associated with certain 
physiological andlor psychological costs (for example, work pressure and 
role ovcdoad). Job demands can strain an employee if they go beyond what 
the employee can handle. These could be physical, social, or organizational 
aspects of the job that require either or both physical and psychological 
efforts on the part of the employee. The JD-R model recognizes that 
demanding characteristics of the working environment—work-pressure, 
overload, emotional demands, and poor environmental conditions—may 
lead to the impairment of health and ultimately to absenteeism (Schaufeli & 
Bakker, 2004). Job resources have a motivational aspect in the presence of 
huge job demands as the resources help employees to meet the demands. 
Absence of job resources result in lower employee engagement. whereas 
job resources to meet the demands of the job help in building employee 
engagement. 
Rothmann et. a1., (2006) developed a questionnaire to measure job demands 
and resources as per the JD-R model. They categorized job demands and 
resources under five heads--overload, job insecurity, growth opportunities, 
advancement, and organizational support. The amount of work, mental 
load, and emotional load fall under overload here. Job insecurity is the 
insecurity about the future of the job. Growth opportunities are the 
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opportunities to learn and advance in terms of career. Organizational 
support is about the climate that consists of the relationship with the 
supervisor, relationship with co-workers. and access to information and 
existing communication channels. 
Job resources play either an intrinsic motivational rote (by fostering the 
employee's growth. learning. uiid development) or an extrinsic motivational 
role (by being instrumental in achieving work goals) (Bakker et al., 2008). 
Xanthaopoulou et al. (2007) expanded the JD-R model and showed that 
employees who have personal resources, such as higher self-esteem, 
optimism, and self-efficacy, can mobilize more resources and hence be 
more engaged in their work. 
The COR theory (Hohfoll, 1998) is a relevant theory that helps us 
understand the effects of job resources (or its absence) on employees. This 
theory is based on the premise that employees always tend to strive to 
obtain, retain, and protect the things tile\ value. When there is a lack of 
resources and job demands are low. individuals will try and minimize 
losses', resulting in reduced discretionary efforts in job. 
2.3.2.4 Other Research/Studies about Antecedents/Drivers of Employee 
Engagement 
\Velhourne (2007) ,uggcsts that the antecedents lur engagement comprise 
variables that manipulate prominent characteristics of work. the kind of 
climate in which the employee works, and the touching atmosphere of a 
workplace. Vs ork cnm iromment i, one of the most significant factors in 
empoloyec engagement (l-Doter et al.. 2002 and I looIheche & Springctt. 
2003). The importance oI work environment in enabling employee 
engagement has been emphasized by May et al.. (2004) and Rich et al.. 
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(2010) as well. From an individual perspective, employee engagement is 
the degree to which an individual believes in and enjoys what he/she does 
and feels appreciated for doing it. At an individual level, employees might 
get more satisfaction and pleasure from what they do (and so be more 
engaged} if they are in roles or jobs that match both their skills and their 
interests and they feel that they are doing consequential contribution to 
their organization, job. and society on the whole. Hence, employee 
engagcmcnt has also been defined as an employee being involved in, 
enthusiastic about, and satisfied with his or her work (Seijts et al.. 2006: 
Harter. Schmidt, & Hayes. 2002: Gubman. 2004: and Harrison. 2007.  ) 
Shared Vision and Mission: If employees feel that they are making 
consequential contribution to their organization, job, and society on the 
whole, they might tend to be more engaged. The association between what 
an individual does everyday and the vision, mission, and goals of the firm 
is vital to engage. 'Making the world more open and connected' is the 
mission of Facebook Inc., and it is not uncommon to see man people in 
the organization really engaged because of this mission. Similarly, during 
the six years the researcher worked at Google, there was a large number of 
employees whose discretionary efforts led to new product ideas and 
innovation driven by the mission of Google Inc. to organize the world's 
information and make it universally accessible and useful'. The 
communication network that exists within an organization aids shared 
vision. Debs (2009) says that if any organization wants to have greater 
employee engagement, they should have an open communication system 
between all levels of employees. Every employee must feel free to share 
their thoughts to all levels of employees. There should not be any harriers 
between the top management and all levels of employees, which will make 
the employees feel trusted and a part of the organization. 
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Leadership: The top leadership and how they set the vision for the 
or~la111Zation can result in discretionary efforts, as employees see how they 
are contributing to the big picture. Research suggests that transformational 
leaders are key resources in developing employee engagement as well 
(Tuck et al., 2009). The role of leaders and leadership becomes more 
important as employee engagement needs to be disseminated by members 
of work teams (Bakker et al.. 2006). Delis (2009) says that employee 
engagement motivates employees and promotes the second line of leaders 
in the organization. Employee engagement occurs naturally when 
employees automatically Inspire themselves to he and act like leaders (and 
take charge of situations), engaged employees stand up and be counted 
when required and hence Corm a second line of leaders for the organization. 
[)eh (2009) also emphasized that every organization has its own unique 
approach to employ 'e engagement and that makes the role of leaders very 
important. The psychological contract between employees and employers is 
the 1Minctation for eniplo\cc engagement. From the organization's 
perspective. the psychological bond is more than the written contract (offer 
letter, job description, goals. etc.); it is a long-term psychological bond 
between the employee and organir_ation. The results of this bonding leads to 
increased levels of employee engagement and aids in creating positive. 
tu11111in, dedicated, and vigorous workint minds. 
2.4 Consequences or Outcomes of Employee Engagement 
It has been seen that employee engagenicnt has a number of favourable 
outcomes, both at the individual level and at the organizational level 
(Bakker & Salanova. 2007 and Lockwood, 2005 ). Sacs ) 2006) opined that 
the popularity of employee cn~gagelnent is clue to the fact that it creates 
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positive consequences at an individual level, as well as at the organizational 
level. 
Outcomes and consequences of employee engagement are related to 
individual attitudes and behaviours. Kahn (1990) does not include any 
outcomes in the initial exploration of employee engagement, but Kahn 
(1992) proposes that employee engagement leads to individual outcomes 
and organizational outcomes. Individual outcomes are said to be the quality 
of work and the employee's own experience doing that work, while 
organizational outcomes are growth and productivity of the organization. 
The Maslach et al. (2001) model suggests outcomes, such as increased 
withdrawal, lower performance, lower job satisfaction, and lower 
commitment in the absence of employee engagement or when employees 
are burned out. Saks (2006) states that employee engagement gives the 
following outcome to the organization—job satisfaction, organizational 
commitment, lower intention to quit. and organizational citizenship 
behaviour as indicated in Figure 2.6. 
,loh Satisfaction 
Jot) Engagement 
	
Intention to Quit 
Organizational Engagement 
	
( )rganizational Commitment 
Organizational Citizenship Behaviour 
Figure 2.6: Consequences of Employee Engagement 
Source: Sacs (2006) 
Saks (2006) also differentiates between two kinds of' engagement 
organizational engagement and job engagement—that he argues are 
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associated but different constructs. I 	r Crs that the associations 
between the organizational and job engagements and their consequences 
and antecedents vary in numerous ways. signifying that the emotional 
circumstances that guide the organizational and job engagements and also 
their impacts are not the same. Academics and practitioners are inclined 
towards accepting that the consequences of employee engagement are 
optimistic (Saks, 2006). 
The performance of employees to work gets a boost in case they are 
engaged. There is a widespread conviction that there is an association 
between business outcomes and employee engagement, and a meta-analysis 
carried out by Harter ct at. (2002) authenticates this association. It is 
concluded that employee engagement and job satisfaction of the employee 
are associated with meaningful business results to the extent that is 
significant for most firths. Employee engagement is a construct at the 
individual level, and if it does show the way to desirable business 
outcomes, it must first impact individual level results. Though neither May 
ct al. (2004) nor Fulmer, Gerhart, & Scott (2003) comprised results in their 
works, it is proposed by Fulmer et al. (2003) that the greatest levels of 
engagement result in optimistic outcomes for both individuals (for instance, 
the quality of work of individuals and their own experience in doing that 
work) and the organization (for instance, the productivity and growth of the 
organization). 
As mentioned earlier, Bakker & Demeroutfi (2008) empirically show that 
engaged employees are more productive, more creative, and more willing 
to expend discretionary effort than unengaged workers. The meta-analysis 
by Harter ei al. (2002) based on data of over 36 companies and 8,000 
business units supports the relationship of employee engagement and 
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performance parameters like productivity, profits, and customer 
satisfaction. Armstrong (2012) says that employee engagement increases 
quality and productivity and motivates employees to stay with the 
organization forever. 
The consequences and outcomes of employee engagement are summarized 
under four sections: intention to quit, job satisfaction, organizational 
commitment, and organizational citizenship behaviour. 
2.4.1 Intention to Quit as an Outcome Variable 
Woolf (2006) observes that the intent to quit is influenced by a set of 
factors, such as individual employee characteristics, individual values, 
labour market expectations, organizational factors, and job related 
expectations. If the quitting behaviour of employees is to be influenced, it 
should be by making sure that the circumstances that create the intent to 
quit is managed and controlled at an early stage. The factors that influence 
the turnover intentions of employees are classified into two broad groups—
organizational factors and individual factors. The individual factors that 
lead to the intention to quit refer to the personal uniqueness of an employee 
in an organization. These features could he either ingrained in the 
individual, such as personality, or learnt like abilities, skills, etc. The 
Sartain and Schumann (2006) as part of the discussion of two-factor theory 
of motivation lists an array of features, such as recognition, responsibility, 
salary, job security, technical supervision, administration, personal life, 
achievement, work itself. possibility of advancement, possibility of growth, 
interpersonal relationship, agreement with company policy, and work 
condition, that gives  rise to job satisfaction, in turn influencing the 
intentions of the employee to quit or stay on in his/her organization. 
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Individuals who are greatly engaged are likely to he in a very trusting and 
great-quality association with their employer and would, hence, he much 
more likely to account optimistic intentions and attitudes toward the firm. A 
number of studies have established the relationship between employee 
engagement and low turnover intentions. Hence, employees who have 
higher levels of employee engagement are more likely to stay with the 
organization, and that benefits the organization through fewer disruptions to 
work, lower hiring costs, and a less loss of institutional knowledge (Roberts 
& Davenport. 2002), Development Dimensions International (DDI, 2004), 
a consulting firm, established that employees were less likely to leave an 
organization it their employee engagement scores were high. Schanfeli and 
Bakker (2004) found that employee engagement was negatively associated 
with the intention to quit and arbitrated the association between job 
resources and the intention to quit. 
Any efficient strategy to attract and retain employees has to be based on the 
understanding of employee engagement. Employers require employees who 
would perform their best at their jobs to assist the organization attain its 
goals. Employees require good jobs that are meaningful and challenging. A 
phrase that is increasingly utilized to explain this win-win situation is an 
engaged workforce, According to Blessing White (2008), there is an 
obvious association between retention, attraction, and engagement, and any 
efficient strategy to attract and keep employees in an organization has to be 
based on an understanding of employee engagement. 
2.4.2 Orgatvzational Commitment as an Outcome Variable 
Employee engagement results in organizational commitment, which is 
defined as `a desire and/or an obligation to maintain membership in the 
organization (Meyer & Allen, 1991. p. 62). Research by Richardsen, 
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Burke, & Martinussen (2006) shows a positive relationship between 
employee engagement and organizational commitment. The term 
commitment could he explained in different ways. For instance. O'Reilly et 
al. (2008) focuses on the psychological union that binds the employee to 
the firm. This union has three parts—internalization, identification, and 
compliance. In the same way, Meyer & Allen (1991) propose a three-
component model that spotlights affective commitment (individuals need to 
be involved in the organization), normative commitment (individuals feel 
and sense they have to remain with the organization), and continuance 
commitment (individuals lee] and sense they require to be emotionally 
involved in the organization). These diverse kinds of commitments would 
have unreliable effects on the performance of the organization, and a person 
could exhibit features of all of them (Lockwood, 2007). For instance, 
employee engagement has been found to be positively associated with 
organizational commitment (Schaufeli and Bakker, 2004). Schaufeli and 
Bakker (2004) argued that employees with high levels of employee 
engagement—which is a result of positive experiences at the job—feel 
obligated by the exchange theory to reciprocate that with increased 
organizational commitment, 
2.4.3 job satisfaction as an outcome variable 
Locke (1990) defines job satisfaction as a pleasurable or positive emotional 
state created for employees through their job, as well as experiences at job. 
Employee engagement results in employees' feeling a positive work-related 
experience (Schaufeli and Bakker 2004), resulting in job satisfaction. The 
positive experiences and emotions are likely to result in positive work 
outcomes. Koyuncu, Burke, and Fiksenbaum (2006) find a consistent and 
positive relationship between engagement and job satisfaction similar to 
Saks (2006). Job satisfaction is a usual expression of the positive attitude 
workers have built up towards their work. Employees maintain a 
perspective towards their work as an outcome of various features, such as 
their social status, work, what they have achieved in their work, and their 
experience of their work environment. Besides responding to the individual 
requirements of security and psychological well being, if the work also 
affects a person's values and feelings in an optimistic way, then it could he 
said that there is job satisfaction. Job satisfaction has been a topic of 
scientific research since the widely known studies of "Hawthorne" during 
the 20th century. Job satisfaction is explained as the positive or pleasurable 
emotional state that is an outcome of an assessment of the work or work 
experiences. Parsley (2006) describes the term job satisfaction for salesman 
as a strait connecting being satisfied with the conferment, emotional 
devotion, and all characteristic factors comprising job surroundings and the 
work itself. 
2.4.4 Organizational Citizenship Behaviour (OCR) as an Outcome 
Variable 
Organizational Citicenship Behaviour (OCB) refers to a universal set of 
behaviours shown by employees that are supportive, discretionary, and go 
beyond normal job requirements (Organ, 1988). These behaviours need not 
be part of a formal job description but are helpful to the organization. OCB 
is not mandated formally and demanded from employees (and hence its 
absence is not penalized), but it has been established that organizational 
citizenship behaviours (OCB) contribute to the effective functioning of an 
organization. A study by Crawford et al. (2010) shows that employee 
engagement fosters employee organizational citizenship behaviours 
directed at the customer. Bakker, Demcrouti and Verbeke (2004) shows 
that engaged employees receive higher ratings from their colleagues on in-
role and extra role performance, indicating that engaged employees go the 
extra mile and exhibit behaviours that are consistent with citizenship 
behaviours. 
2.4.S Other Researcl✓Studies about Outcomes of Employee 
Engagement 
In a study by Ferret et al. (2012), employee engagement is defined in terms 
of the great internal state of motivation. In the same way, Dvir, Eden, 
Avolio, and Shamir (2002) define employee engagement in their study in 
terms of greater levels of responsibility, initiative, and activity, Employee 
engagement at a job is conceptualized by Crabtree (2004) as the binding of 
the members' selves in an organization to their job roles. Another construct 
related to employee engagement is the idea of flow conceptualized by 
l euchars, I larrington. & Erickson (2003). They define flow as the 'holistic 
sensation' that employees and the team feel as they act with overall 
involvement when they apply themselves in the organization. When 
individuals are in the flow state, little conscious control is required for the 
flow to sustain. Employee engagement is thus the point of involvement and 
commitment an employee has towards their firm and its values. 
Self-efficacy as an outcome was supported empirically to be positively 
related to employee engagement (Salanova, 2007). Bakker et al. (2006) 
conducted a study among school principals and reported that there are 
significant and positive associations between school principals' employee 
engagement scores and teacher ratings of performance and leadership. 
Salanova et al. (2005) in a study among employees working in a Spanish 
restaurant reported that employee engagement scores predicted service 
climate which in turn predicted employee performance and customer 
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loyalty. Sanchez (2006) suggests that employees with high levels of 
engagement recommend their organization to other people (advocacy), have 
enormous pride in their organization, and believe that their organization 
helps them to do their best work that provides them with a sense of 
achievement. Again, engaged employees are interested in the future of the 
organization, and that motivates them to put in additional discretionary 
efforts whenever required. They go beyond their formal job duties and live 
extra time, efforts, and initiative to contribute to the success of the business 
and advocate for the organization to co-workers (Baumruk & Gorman, 
2006). Engaged employees arc also dependable, communicative, and highly 
involved, with a good attitude and the willingness to do the work right 
(Zeidan, 2006). 
A highly engaged employee constantly goes beyond expectations for the 
organization. Also, employee engagement creates a positive consequence 
among employees that leads to enhanced results for both the individual and 
organization and also leads to decreased intention to quit. 
2.5 Measuring Employee Engagement 
If there are different ways of looking at employee engagement, it is. 
natural that there are different approaches to measuring employee 
engagement. Most efforts to measure employee engagement have been at 
the level of the individual worker, which are then aggregated to get 
employee engagements scores at a business unit or organizational level. 
Any measures of employee engagement has to be based on a theoretical 
foundation, supported by established reliability and validity norms, and 
need to provide the right insights for the context in which we are measuring 
employee engagement. Within the practitioner world, as well as in the 
academic/scholarly world, there are a number of ways to measure employee 
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engagement. Most measurement in practitioner/consulting studies is 
proprietary—a good example is Q12 or Gallup Organization's Gallup 
Workplace Audit (GWA) approach. Other such measures are employee 
engagement measures by Towers Perrin, Aon-Hewitt, Development 
Dimensions International (DDI), Corporate Leadership Council (CLC), and 
Kenexa (Vance, 2006). 
Of the various practitioner consulting measurements of employee 
engagement, one of the most popular empirically devised scale for 
measuring employee engagement is Q12 (Gallup's twelve questions part of 
the Gallup Workplace Audit (GWA)). Gallup uses the propriety 12 
questions—Q12—to identify feelings of employees that together they term 
as employee engagement Sample items from Q12 include: In the last 
seven days, have you received recognition or praise for doing good work? 
At work, my opinions seem to count. Is (here someone at work who 
encourages your development?' Q12 attempts to dig deeper than how 
employees are satisfied at work and looks at how the needs of employees 
are met at the work place and what emotional ties they have to the work-
place. Harter et al. (2002) establishes through their research Q12's 
concurrent criterion-related validity for important organizational outcomes, 
such as productivity, profit, etc. Coffman (2002) uses the Gallup research 
data to show that business units with employee engagement scores in the 
top two quartiles have on an average a 33% higher profitability outcomes, 
56% higher customer loyalty scores, 44% lower staff turnover, and 50%r 
productivity outcomes. Another practitioner/consulting approach to 
measuring employee engagement is that of Corporate Leadership Council. 
They use questions around advocacy—how proud is one about his/her 
organization—where satisfaction and retention together become an 
indication and measure of employee engagement. Another example of 
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measurement comes from Development Dimensions International (UDI) 
that assesses three key elements of employee engagement—individual 
value, focused work, and interpersonal support. 
One of the two most recognized measurement scales used for measuring 
employee engagement is the Job Engagement Scale (JES) (Rich et al., 2010 
and Carrig & Wright, 2006) based on Kahn's (1990) conceptualization of 
engagement. The other is Utrecht Work Engagement Scale (UWES), which 
considers employee engagement as more than just the opposite of burnout. 
These two scales are based on the two most popular and widely cited 
theories of employee engagement. 
2.5.1 Job Engagement Scale 
Rich et al. (2010) based on Kahn 'e (1990) definition of employee 
engagement and its three dimensionsphysical, cognitive, and emotional 
engagement developed Job Engagement Scale (JES). Each dimension is 
represented by six questions in the survey. Participants of the survey rate 
their levels of employee engagement on a 5-point Liken scale on items, 
such as I work with intensity on my joh' (physical), 'I am enthusiastic 
about my job' (emotional), and At work, my mind focuses on my job' 
(cognitive). This scale is based on one's psychological presence and hence 
has the preferred style approach. It looks at employee engagement as 
something employees enter into when they find meaningfulness, safety and 
availability in their work roles. The fact that employees 'choose to enter a 
state of engagement based on their preference makes measurement of 
employee engagement using this scale more suited for a longitudinal 
approach of research. Also the way, employee engagement is defined based 
on Kahn's approach to engagement as psychological presence made the 
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establishment of cliability and validity of this scale dependent of 
psychological type of the individual. 
2.5.2 Utrecht Work Engagement Scale (UWES) 
Utrecht Work Engagement Scale (OWES) uses a 17-item scale where 
participants rate themselves on a 7-point Likert scale (Schaufeli et al., 
2002). UWES is the most widely cited and the most widely used measure 
for employee engagement. The scale measures employee engagement 
across the three dimensions of employee engagement defined by vigour, 
absorption, and dedication. Dedication is defined as being proud of one's 
job, enthusiastic of one's work, and finding one's work challenging. 
Dedication is measured by items, such as 1 find the work that I do full of 
meaning and propose and 'I am enthusiastic about my job'. Absorption is 
the perception of being carried away by the job, lost to everything else in 
the environment, looking at the watch to find that the coffee break has 
come and gone. Absorption in employee engagement is thought to be the 
opposite of professional inefficacy and is characterized by being immersed 
in one's work as per Schaufeli (2001). Items like the Time flies when I'm 
working' and When I am working, I forget everything else around me' are 
used to measure absorption. Finally, vigour is defined as being completely 
charged with energy and flexible in one's job even on a dull' day when 
nothing particular happens. Vigour is measured by another set of items that 
refer to high levels of energy and resilience. Items like `At my work, 1 feel 
bursting with energy' and 'At my job, I feel strong and vigorous' are used 
to measure vigour. 
The construct validity of the Utrecht Work Engagement Scale (UWES) has 
been recognized in a number of studies, and its factorial soundness tested 
across cultures, countries, and occupational groups (Hallberg, 2005). In 
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2006, Schaufeli at al. developed it 9-item version of LWES (UWES-9, 
Schaufeli et al., 2006). which has been used in sortie subsequent studies. 
They have also hypothesized it three-factor model. Schaufeli and Bakker 
(2010) say that an overall scare of employee engagement is useful in 
empirical research rather than scores across the three dimensions in UWES. 
Before Utrecht Work Engagement Scale (UWES), Macgowan (2000) 
created an engagement scale where employee engagement was 
conceptualized as a group level occurrence demonstrated by factors, such as 
interpersonal relationships and attendance. As it was looking at employee 
engagement at the group level, it was not used as widely as measurement 
scales looking at employee engagement at an individual level, like the JES 
and UWES, In another attempt to measure employee engagement, Rothbard 
(2001) created an 18-item questionnaire and defined engagement as the 
attention devoted to and absorption in work and family. Nevertheless, JES 
and UWES remain the measures grounded in theory, and UWES continues 
to be the more widely used method to measure employee engagement. 
2.6 Research Gap 
The detailed literature review in the previous sections has reinforced the 
prevailing view that employee engagement has been conceptualized in 
many ways and there is no single universally agreed and accepted 
definition. It is important to note that different organizations may define 
employee engagement differently (Lockwood. 2007) and that the 
definitions used are frequently ambiguous (Macey & Schneider. 2008). 
Research has also shown that employee engagement is defined as a 
multifaceted construct (Kahn. 1990). The various conceptualizations of 
employee engagement, as well as the fact that practice leads academic 
literature, make the state of knowledge on employee engagement 
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complicated and even puzzling. Even so, employee engagement as a 
construct has enormous implications or organizations. 
The lack of empirical studies on employee engagement as a construct is 
also partly because of the non-converging views on employee engagement 
as a construct. In addition, there is a lack of clear distinctions between 
employee engagement and other constructs, such as job satisfaction, 
organizational citizenship behaviour, and the closely related organizational 
commitment. Saks (2006) argues that there are sufficient grounds for 
agreeing that employee engagement is related to some of these constructs 
but is distinct from them. For example, Saks (2006) says that organizational 
commitment differs from employee engagement as the former refers to 
employees' attitudes and attachment to their organization, whilst employee 
engagement is not merely an attitude, but the degree to which individuals 
are attentive to their work and absorbed in the performance of their roles. 
There are various antecedents or drivers of employee engagement and also 
various consequences or outcomes. There are only a small number of 
empirical studies on the antecedents or drivers of employee engagement. 
although across the various practitioner/consulting and theoretical models, 
we can identify drivers and antecedents. Employee engagement is a result 
of the employee experiences at the work place and is based on the vision of 
the organization, leadership, job characteristics, growth, development, 
workplace, environment, supervisory support, support from colleagues, 
compensation, benefits, and recognition and rewards. How these 
experiences drive employee engagement is something that needs to be 
evaluated further. 
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This is true of the consequences or outcomes of employee engagement. 
Impact of employee engagement on a number of outcomes needs to be 
studied more across industries and regions. how does employee 
engagement impact the intention to quit, make employees more involved in 
their jobs, make employees more committed, and thus impact profitability 
are all questions that need more support empirically. 
In addition, empirical studies on employee engagement in the Indian 
context are limited. Empirical studies, specifically on employee 
engagement in the IT Industry, which has grown into a 1(X) B USD 
business and expected to grow and employ millions of employees, are led 
by practice. It is high time that there are studies that not only identify the 
drivers of employee engagement in the Indian IT industry, but also 
contribute to helping the industry build more employee engagement and 
thus reduce the intention to quit among IT employees, which is one of the 
key challenges the Indian IT industry Faces. 
2.7 Significance of the Research 
Given that management and business communities seek to identify best 
practices for increasing, employee cngazement, this study creates a better 
understanding of how to measure employee engagement and what factors 
contribute to employee engagement in the Indian IT industry. This research 
aims to provide more data about employee engagement in the Indian IT 
industry so that organizations and managers can understand what works and 
what does not when they have to build better employee engagement. 
While going through the maze of definitions and references on employee 
engagement subscribed to by various consultants, organizations, and 
researchers, a few common themes emerge as to what drives employee 
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engagement. These antecedents of employee engagement have not been 
studied in detail in India and within the IT industry. It is important to 
research these themes further so that the interrelationships can be better 
understood in the Indian IT industry. 
One of the biggest challenges faced by the IT industry in India is 
employees' intention to quit. From theory, it can be hypothesized that 
employees intention to quit will be lower if they are highly engaged. Some 
researches and studies (for instance. Sonnentag, 2003: Schaufeli and Baker, 
2004) clearly depict a negative association between employee engagemcnt 
and employee intentions to quit. No study has focused on the IT Industry in 
India and investigated these factors in detail. Understanding how employee 
engagement impacts the intention to quit in the Indian IT industry is 
another research gap this study attempts to address. Further, testing and 
validating an employee engagement scale to measure employee 
engagement is another outcome expected from this research. 
2.8 Conclusion 
Kahn's (1990) employee engagement theory identifies three psychological 
conditions that have an impact on an individual's engagement—
psychological meaningfulness, psychological safety, and psychological 
availability. Kahn (1990) focuses on employee engagement as an extension 
of the self, whilst the work engagement model of Schaufeli and Bakker 
(2004) focuses on work activities from a social exchange theory perspective 
(Bakker et al., 2008). Based on the perspectives of Kahn (1990) and 
Schaufeli et al. (2002), it can be concluded that employee engagement 
comprises the following three dimensions. 
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a) A physical component (where the employee is physically involved in 
a task and showing vigour) 
b) A cognitive component (where the employee is alert at work and 
experiences absorption and involvement), and 
c) An emotional component (where the employee is connected to one's 
jobiothers and shows dedication and commitment). 
Demerouri et al. (2001) developed the Job Demands-Resources (JD-R) 
model. One central assumption of the JD-R model is that. although every 
organization may have its own specific work characteristics associated with 
well-being. it is still possible to model these characteristics under two broad 
categories, namely job demands and job resources,. The job-demands-
resources, such as organizational support, growth opportunities, overload, 
job insecurity, relationship with colleagues, control and rewards, etc.. offer 
opportunities to the employees to get engaged in the work and to the 
organization. 
Schaufcli et al. (2002) improved on the conceptualization of employee 
engagement as the opposite of hurnout. Employee engagement is made up 
of three components: vigor, dedication, and absorption, the opposites in 
burnout literature of exhaustion, cynicism, and inefficacy, respectively. 
Schaufcli & Bakker (2003) and Sehaufeli et al. (2002) define employee 
engagement as "a fulfilling work-related state of mind characterized by 
feelings of vigour, dedication, and absorption". 
The antecedents of employee engagement are leadership and vision, job 
characteristics, perceived organizational support (rewards, recognition, 
resources), perceived supervisor support. support from colleagues, and 
rewards and recognition. The consequences of employee engagement are 
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positive, and there is a growing conviction that there is an association 
betweept business outcomes and employee engagement. 
The Utrecht Work Engagement Scale (UWES), one of the most widely 
used measures of employee engagement, is a measure with superior 
construct validity confirmation. UWES measures three aspects of employee 
engagement dedication, absorption and vigour. Engaged employees stay 
with the organization: advocate for the firm, its services, and products: and 
offer discretionary efforts compared to disengaged employees. Studies have 
established that employee engagement is negatively associated with the 
intention to quit. Individuals who are greatly engaged are likely to be in a 
trusting association with their employer and would, hence, be much more 
likely to stay longer with the organization. Employee engagement has not 
been studied extensively in the Indian IT industry. Understanding what 
drives employee engagement in the Indian IT industry and how one can 
create a set of engaged employees and address the challenge of stall 
turnover in the Indian IT industry is the key focus of this research. 
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CHAPTER THREE 
RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 
3.1 Introduction 
Chapter 3 is. 	overview of the research approach, research objectives, 
proposed theoretical model for this research, hypotheses for this research, 
the research design, discussion about the data collection and data analysis 
methodologies used in the research, and details of the statistical tools used 
to test the proposed research hypotheses. In this chapter, the systematic 
plan outlining the research is given, along with details regarding the 
research questions being looked into, sequence of research tasks, and how 
the research is conducted. This chapter also lays out clear objectives and 
specifics the information sources from which data will be collected, the 
type of data, the design techniques. and the sampling methodology and 
procedures. Attempt has also been made to provide a clear justification for 
the research design based on the research questions and objectives. 
3.2 Type of Research 
According to Bhattacherjee (2012), research design defines how a 
researcher brings a study of research together to respond to if query or a 
series of queries. A good research design contains a systematic schedule 
outlining the study and a description of the compilation methods of the 
researcher describing how the study will reach its inferences and the 
research limitations. Research design is not limited to a specific kind of 
research and may incorporate both qualitative and quantitative analysis. 
Malhotra (20(38) defines research design as the attempt by researchers to set 
up systematic procedures to solve problems. Most research designs in the 
social sciences follow the scientific method. Research designs are different 
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from the method by which the data is collected. Basic research designs are 
exploratory, descriptive, and casual as shown in Figure 3.1. 
Research Designs 
Exploratory designs 	 Conclusive designs 
(Mostly qualitative in nature) 
	
(Mostly quantitative in nature) 
Descriptive designs 	1 Casual designs 
Figure 3.1 Classification of Research 
Source: Malhotra (2008) 
Exploratory research is always conducted to explore the problem and is 
done usually when the alternative choices have not been defined clearly or 
their scope is unclear (Monsen, 2008). The primary objective of an 
exploratory design is to provide insights into a problem confronting the 
researcher. This design is used in situations where the problem needs to be 
defined clearly, a relevant course of action identified or additional insights 
gained before an approach is finalized. The research process is unstructured 
and loosely defined. It consists of interviews, discussions, and the data 
collection is mostly qualitative in nature. 
Conclusive research is meant to offer information that is useful in decision-
making or reaching conclusions (Malhotra, 2008). A conclusive research 
design may be either descriptive or casual in nature. A descriptive research 
design characterizes specific functions or characteristics that management 
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is likely to be interested in, such as market opinion, customers, conditions, 
buying behavior and co on (Malhotra, 2008). A causal research design is 
used to investigate the cause and effect relationship between variables 
(Malhotra, 2008). A conclusive research design is typically more formal 
and structured than an exploratory design. The latter is mostly quantitative 
in nature and is based on large representative samples. The data obtained 
through various data collection techniques is then subjected to quantitative 
analysis. The Findings of such research are considered to be less open-
ended and more conclusive in nature, given that the context, variables and 
boundaries are defined well. Exploratory research is more qualitative in 
nature. According to Malhotra (2008). qualitative research learns things in 
their natural settings, trying to interpret or make sense of phenomena in 
meaning terms people bring to them. Monsen (2008) explain quantitative 
research as the inquiry into a recognized issue, based on theory testing, 
identif i ed using statistical techniques, and measured with numbers. 
Fry. Chantavanich, and Chantavanich (1981) define quantitative research as 
conclusive in its approach as it tries to solve the issue and understand how 
it is powerful for projectable outcomes to a bigger population. 
Bhattacherjee (2012) have described quantitative research as an inquiry 
mode used always for deductive research when the target is to check 
hypotheses or theories, collect descriptive information, or inspect variable 
relationships. This current research makes use of a conclusive, causal 
approach and hence has a quantitative approach to this research study The 
approach for this research is discussed in detail post the development of the 
hypothesis on the basis of the research objectives. 
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3.3 Research Objectives 
As we (have seen already in Chapter I, this research aims to understand the 
fundamental concepts of employee engagement, identify and understand the 
antecedents of employee engagement, and analyze the relationship of those 
antecedents with employee engagement in the Indian IT industry. This 
research also analyzes employee intention to quit as an outcome variable 
and explores the relationship of the variable with employee engagement in 
the Indian IT industry. 
As we have already seen in section 1.8, the research objectives of this 
research are the following. These are reproduced here from section 1.8 so 
that we can proceed in the next section to propose the framework to be 
studied in this research so that the research objectives are met. The 
framework for the study is proposed keeping in mind the research 
objectives for this study as well as the understanding of employee 
engagement from current practice and literature teased on the in-depth 
review of the same in Chapter 2. 
i. To understand the basic concept of employee engagement and its 
measurement. 
ii. To identify the antecedents that contribute to employee engagement 
in the Indian IT industry. 
iii. To examine the relationship of the antecedents of employee 
engagement to employee engagement in the Indian IT industry. 
iv. To examine the relationship between employee engagement and 
employee intention to quit in the Indian IT industry. 
v. To suggest effective employee engagement strategies for 
organization to practice to facilitate the creation of engaged 
employees in the Indian IT industry 
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3.4 Proposed Conceptual Framework Used to Answer the Research 
Question 
The proposed conceptual framework for the current research based on the 
literature review conducted in the previous Chapter is given in Figure 3.2 
and described below. The model that is proposed for the study below will 
be tested to meet the research objectives of this study. 
Organization Level 	. ._ .j 
(Shared Vision, Leadership) 	'II 
Job Characteristics 	Employee 
(Skill Variety, Task Variety, 	 Engagement 
Task Significance, Autonomy, -.-`"';Gt Intention to Quit 
FeeobatK) 
• V6 our 
Job Demand-Resources 
(Organizational Support, 
Growth Opportunities, 
Overload, Job Insecurity. 
Relationship with Colleagues, 
Control, Rewards) 
Dedication 
Abaorpton 
Figure 3.2 Proposed Conceptual Framework 
Source: Author 
At an organizational level, shared vision and leadership are proposed as 
antecedents to employee engagement bused on the literature review. 
Leadership was one of the most significant of factors that were identified to 
be a basic component of employee engagement. Further, alignment or 
understanding of the larger picture and the vision and mission of the 
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company drives engagement. If people know what the high level story is 
and how what they do impact that story, they will be more engaged. When 
there is engagement, every employee responds appropriately to meet the 
vision of the organization. Hence, shared vision acts as a variable that 
builds employee engagement 
From the job perspective, one of the key models is the job characteristics 
model by Hackman and Oldham (1980) that proposes five core 
characteristics of a job (i.e. skill variety, task identity, task significance, 
autonomy, and feedback). This is consistent with Kahn (1990) approach of 
meaningfulness to employee engagement. Meaningfulness in job 
characteristics can be gained from task characteristics that provide 
challenging work and variety, allow the use of different skills and personal 
discretion, and provide the opportunity to make important contributions 
(Kahn 1990. 1992). Jobs that are high on core job characteristics provide 
employees with motivation to be more engaged (Kahn 1992). Maslach at al. 
(2001) model also suggests the importance of job characteristics for 
engagement, as feedback and autonomy are consistently related to burnout. 
This is true from a Social Exchange Theory (SET) perspective as well, as 
employees when provided with challenging and enriched jobs Peel obliged 
to respond with higher levels of engagement. Hence, in the model proposed 
for the study, it is put forward that all elements of job characteristics will 
contribute to employee engagement. 
Demerouti et al. (2001) developed the Job Demands-Resources (JD-R) 
model. One central assumption of the JD-R model is that, although every 
organization may have its own specific work characteesties associated with 
well-being, it is still possible to model these characteristics tinder two broad 
categories, namely, job demands and job resources. Job demands-resources, 
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such as organizational support. growth opportunities, overload, job 
insecurity, relationship with colleagues, control, and rewards, offer 
opportunities to employees for getting engaged in the work and to the 
organization. If the job is a perfect fit for the employee, it provides the 
employees opportunities to he immersed in the job much more as he sees 
the job being meaningful and something he wants to be seen as progressing 
and makingf an impact. The Job Demands-Resources model assumes that 
two underlying psychological processes play a role in the well-being of 
individuals: an effort-driven process in which excessive job demands and a 
lack of job resources lead to distress and a motivation-driven process in 
which job resources lead to work engagement (Denterouti et al., 2001; 
Schaufeli & Bakker, 2004). 
Enhanced organizational level factors job characteristics, and job demands 
resources lead to employee engagement. The higher the level of employee 
engagement, the lower the intention ro quit. Although there are other 
outcome variables, for the IT industry in India, intention to quit is a huge 
challenge compared to other outcome variables found in literature. 
Therefore, in this study, the only outcome variable considered is the 
intention to quit. Employee engagement further creates a positive outcome 
among employees that results in enhanced efforts on the part of the 
employee. It is proposed that it leads to decreased intent to quit. 
3.5 Hypotheses of the Research 
In this study, in addition to exploring the outcome variable—Intention to 
Quit. the antecedents of employee engagement and their relation to 
engagement are explored. The null hypotheses for this study based on 
literature review and the model proposed are derived below after the 
discussions of each of the aspects of the proposed model. 
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Towers Perrin (2012) talks about building engagement as an ongoing 
process. For this process, they found it is fundainental to have a strong 
leadership. The study Bakker et al. (2006) conducted among schoolteachers 
showed significant positive association between engagement scores and the 
leadership provided by the school principals. It is not just leadership, but 
leadership that provides vision and inspires employees that is fundamental 
for employee engagement. Schauleli and Salanova (20(5) found that 
transformational leadership produces stronger engagement in subordinates 
as they provide inspiration and vision to employees, which builds employee 
engagement scores. Hence, the following null hypotheses H001 and H,02. 
H001: Vision of the organization has no relationship with employee 
engagement. 
H„02: Leadership of the organization has no relationship with 
employee engagement. 
As seen earlier in Chapter 2, Hackman and Oldham's (1980) job 
characteristics model has a positive relationship with employee 
engagement. The five core job characteristics—skill variety, task identity, 
task significance, autonomy, and feedback—provide psychological 
meaningfulness and hence motivation to be more engaged (Kahn, 1992). 
Maslach et al. (2001) model also talks about the importance of job 
characteristics for employee engagement. Hence, the following null 
hypotheses H003. H004, H905. H006, and H1107. 
11„03: Skill variety has no relationship with employee engagement. 
H„04: Task identity has no relationship with employee engagement. 
H005: Task significance has no relationship with employee engagement. 
WI:] 
H,06: Autonomy has no relationship with employee engagement. 
H~07: Feedback from the job has no relationship with employee 
engagement. 
The Job Demands-Resources model developed by Demerouti et al. (2001) 
assumes that, although every organization has its own specific 
characteristics associated with employee well-being, those characteristics 
can still be categorized into job demands and job resources available to 
employees to meet those job demands. Job resources refer to the physical, 
social, or organizational aspects of the job that a) reduce job demands and 
the associated physiological and psychological costs, b) are functional in 
achieving work goals, or c) stimulate personal growth, learning- and 
development (Bakker & Denrerouti. 2007; Schaufeli & Bakker, 2004). Job 
resources play a motivational role, and Schaufeli and Bakker (2004) found 
that there is a positive relationship between certain job resources and 
employee engagement. That job resources contribute to employee 
engagement has also been established in a longitudinal research by Mauno 
et al. (2007). Job demands refer to physical, psychological, social, or 
organizational aspects of a job that require sustained physical and/or 
psychological effort from an employee. Job demands are not necessarily 
negative but may Iunction as stressois when meeting those demands 
requires high effort. 
One of the most extensive scales for job demands-resources is the Job 
Demands-Resources Scale (JDRS) developed by Jackson and Rothman 
(2005). JDRS has seven factors across job demands and resources-
organieational support, growth opportunities, overload, job insecurity, 
relationship with colleagues, control, and rewards—described below as 
defined by Jackson and Rothznann (2005). 
Oreanizational Support: Relationship with the supervisor, ambiguities 
regarding work, information, communication, participation, and contact 
possibilities. 
Growth Opportunities: Variety in work. opportunities to learn, and 
independence in work. 
Overload; Pace and amount of work, mental load, and emotional load. 
Job Insecurity: Uncertainty about the future. 
Relationship with Colleaeucs: Availability of colleagues to help, whether 
they could he counted on, and how the employee gets on with colleagues. 
Control: communication, participation and contact possibilities. 
Rewards: whether the employee can live comfortably on his or her pay, 
whether it is regarded as sufficient and enough for employees to progress 
financially. 
All these factors are relevant for the Indian IT Industry and form a good job 
resource-demands model for the .sector. Hence, the hypotheses H908, H„119, 
H010. H1111, H,12, H1113, and H014, 
H„O8: Overload has no relationship with employee engagement. 
H009: Job security has no relationship with employee engagement. 
H„10: Organizational support has no relationship with employee 
engagement. 
Hell: Organizational control has no relationship with employee 
engagement. 
H012: Support of colleagues has no relationship with employee 
engagement. 
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H,t13; Rewards have no relationship with employee engagement. 
H014: Growth has no relationship with employee engagement. 
Among all outcome variables, the biggest challenge for the Indian IT 
industry is the high levels of attrition or, at a basic level, the intention to 
quit that result in employees psychologically withdrawing from work and 
physically exiting later. The Indian IT industry has seen higher attrition 
rates than, for example, the manufacturing industry, and lot an industry that 
is so reliant on people to be the key differentiator, the replacement cost of 
an experienced resource is very high. No wonder Narayana Muthy. the 
founder and current chairman of Info ys Technologies, once lamously said, 
Our assets walk out of the door each evening. We have to make sure that 
they come back the next morning". 
Hence, the consequence or outcome variable of employee engagement 
specified for this study is the intention to quit. In literature, this is referred 
to as the intent to leave and intent or intention to turnover. Meaningfulness 
at work (Kahn, 1990) is what employees seek at work. Holbeche and 
Springett (2003) say that employees perceptions of 'meaning' at work are 
linked to their levels of engagement. They say that employees actively seek 
meaning through their work, and unless organizations try to provide a sense 
of meaning, employees are likely to quit. Hence, engaged employees find 
meaningfulness in their work and are likely to stay Longer. Schaufeli and 
Bakker (2004) found that engaged employees were likely to have a lower 
tendency to quit, as they were attached to the organization. Intent to quit is 
withdrawal from one's job where the employee withdraws psychologically, 
showing high levels of disengagement at job. All consulting studies have 
observed a reduced intent to quit among engaged employees (Aon Hewitt, 
2013; Gallup, 2013). As per research by the Corporate Executive Board 
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(CED) in 2004, a 10%n increase in employee engagement can decrease an 
employee's probability of withdrawal by 9%, and engaged employees are 
87% less likely to leave a company. Based on how important it is for the IT 
industry to have engaged employees, the following hypothesis H,15 is 
examined in this study. 
Iht15: Intention to quit has no relationship with employee engagement. 
Also as part of the proposed study the following demographics are 
collected — Gender, Role of the employee in tenor of being a people 
manager or an individual contrihwor, education background as well as 
work experience and tenure of the employee. Hence hypotheses are formed 
to see whether employee engagement scores vary across groups. 
It has been considered by researchers that gender is a possible factor in 
employee engagement. For burnout, which is antipode of employee 
engagement, it was seen in a study of 1,121 mental health professionals 
(Sprang et al.. 2007) that females in the study were found to have a greater 
risk of suffering from burnout. While it has not been established across all 
studies, some studies suggest that females are more vulnerable to stress and 
tend to report higher levels of burnout than males. In addition, the amount 
of work experience is another variable that is explored to see the impact of 
the same on employee engagement. Research findings on impact of work 
experience and tenure on employee engagement scores is not conclusive. 
Also on education background and role, this researcher has not come across 
any studies that looked at how those impact employee engagement scores. 
The following hypotheses H016a, H016b, H016e, H016d and 11016e are 
proposed to see how score of employee engagement varies based on 
demographics. 
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H016a: There is no significant difference in the mean scores of 
employee engagement between males and females. 
H U16b: There is no significant difference in the mean scores of 
employee engagement between People -Managers and Individual 
Contributors. 
H016e: There is no significant difference in the mean scores of 
employee engagement among employees based on education. 
H016d: There is no significant difference in the mean scores of 
employee engagement among employees based on total work 
experience. 
Hi1 6e: There is no significant difference in the mean scores of 
employee engagement among employees based on work experience in 
the organization. 
3.6 Research Design for the Study 
The process flow for this research is presented as a Ilowctiart in Figure 3.3 
and discussed in detail subsequently. 7he first stage is selecting, 
developing, and finalizing the research instrument for the study. This is 
followed by the pilot study and finalizing the questionnaire for the survey 
and data analysis. 
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Selection/Development of research questionnaire 
Pilot Study :11i1 
Validity of Instrument 	- 
Reliability of Instrument 
Final Questionnaire 	1 
Online questionnaire survey 
L Confirm Validity of final questionnaire 
E Confirm Reliability of final questionnaire 
Hypothesis Testing 
Discussion of research findings 
Figure 3.3: Research process for this study 
Source: Author 
3.6.1 Research Instrument/Research Questionnaire 
The antecedents of employee engagement, employee engagement itself, and 
the intention to quit or turnover intent were measured by using the 
following standard measurement scales. 
3.6.1.1 Employee Engagement 
Utrecht Work Engagement Scale (UWES) (Schaufeli, Salanova. Gonzalez-
Roma & Bakker, 2.002) measures engagement along three dimensions- 
vigour. dedication, and absorption—through a 17-item, self-report 
questionnaire (UWES-17). The UWES is scored on a 7-point Liken scale 
ranging from l (never) to 7 (everyday). Absorption in engagement is 
thought to be the opposite of professionaL inefficacy and is characterized by 
being immersed in one's work as per Schauleli (2001). Items, such as 
'Time flies when I'm working' or When I am working, I forget everything 
else around me', are used to measure absorptionn. Vigour is measured by 
another set oL items that refer to high levels of energy and resilience. Items, 
such as 'At my work, I feel bursting with energy', are used to measure 
vigour. The third aspect of employee engagement is dedication. This factor 
refers to the employees' feelings of pride and enthusiasm for their work and 
the chatlengc it throws down to them. Dedication is measured by items, 
such as 'lam enthusiastic about my job'. 
3.6.1.2 Job Characteristics 
The Job Diagnostics Survey (Hackman & Oldham, 1975) has 15 items and 
uses a I to 7 scale. Although several decades old, the Job Characteristics 
Model is about enriching jobs and, in that process, making sure that 
employees are motivated to increase their personal outcomes. This, in fact, 
is nothing other than better engaged employees, as engaged employees are 
willing to put in discretionary efforts. In a nutshell, the Job Characteristics 
theory describes the relationship between job characteristics and individual 
responses to work. There are five job dimensions prompting psychological 
states that lead to beneficial work outcomes (Hackman and Oldham, 1976, 
1930). The five job characteristics are described below. 
Skills Variety: The degree to which it job involves a variety of different 
activities and utilizes a number of different skills and talents of a person. 
M 
Task Identity: The degree to which the job involves completing a whole, 
identifiable piece of work, that is, doing a task from beginning to end with 
visible outcome. 
Task Significance: The degree to which the job has a substantial impact on 
the lives of other people, whether within the immediate organization or in 
the world at large. 
Autonomy: The degree to which the job provides freedom, independence, 
and direction to the individual in scheduling their work and determining the 
procedure to be used to carry it out. 
Job Feedback: The degree to which completing job-related tasks provide 
the individual with direct and clear information about the effectiveness of 
his/her performance. 
Critical psychological states that result from the five factors are a) 
experience of the meaningfulness of work. b) experience of the 
responsibility for the outcomes of the work, and c) knowledge of the actual 
results of the work activities. Sample items are `My job requires me to use 
a number of complex or high-level skills and This job permits me to 
decide on my own, how I should go about doing the work'. 
3.6.1.3 Organizational Vision/Leadership 
Vision and leadership of a company could have an impact on how engaged 
the employees are. The top leadership and the manner in which they set the 
vision for the organization can result in discretionary efforts, as employees 
see how they are contributing to the big picture. Adapted items are used in 
the survey to understand shared vision and the extent to which the 
respondents identify with the vision of the organization. The impact of 
having the right leadership to achieve the vision and employees' trust in the 
top leadership are measured through adapted items, such as `1 share the 
vision of my organization'. 
3.6.1.4 Job Demand-Resources 
The JDRS (Jackson & Rothmann, 2005a) is used to measure specific job 
characteristics (demands and resources) of participants. The JDRS consists 
of 42 items with the questions rated on a four-point Likert-scale ranging 
from 1 (never) to 4 (always). Jackson and Rothmann (2005a) found that the 
dimensions of the JDRS consisted of seven reliable factors, namely, 
organizational support, growth opportunities, overload, job insecurity, 
relationship with colleagues, control, and rewards. 
Demerouti et al. (2001) developed the Job Demands-Resources (JD-R) 
model. This model is based on the premise that every organization will 
have Job Demands and Job Resources that an individual in the organization 
will experience. All the characteristics that one experiences at work can be 
modeled under these two broad categories. 
Job demands are factors that will strain an employee if they go beyond 
what the employee can handle. These could be physical, social, or 
organizational aspects of the job that require either or both physical and 
psychological efforts on the part of the employee. These are therefore 
associated with certain physiological and/or psychological costs (Schaufeli 
& Bakker, 2004). The JD-R model recognizes that demanding 
characteristics of the working environment, work pressure, overload, 
emotional demands, and poor environmental conditions may lead to the 
impairment of health and ultimately to absenteeism (Schaufeli & Bakker, 
2004). 
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Job Resources are factors that provide employees support, enhancing their 
ability to do the job. These are also physical, psychological, social, or 
organizational aspects of the job that help reduce job demands and 
stimulate personal growth. learning, and development. Job Resources can 
be at the level of the organization, at the level of interpersonal and social 
relations, at the level of' the organization of' work, and at the level of the 
task. Job resources play an intrinsic motivational role (by furthering 
employee growth, learningg, and development) or an extrinsic motivational 
role (by being instrumental in achieving work goals) (Schaufeli & Bakker. 
2004). Job Demand Resource, have to be looked in the context of the 
organization as the demands from the job and the resources available will 
change. Al] the factors here, where relevant for the Indian IT industry. 
3.6.1.5 Intention to quit! Turnover Intent 
In the literature review in Chapter ? , the intention to quit or turnover intent 
is seen as the voluntary intention of an employee to leave an organization. 
In the survey. the intention to quit is measured by a modified 4-item 
questionnaire by jackson ct al. (1987) and Mitchel (1981) on a Likert scale. 
The measurement of intention to quit consists of' items, such as 'I am likely 
to be working here this time next year (Reverse)'. 
3.6.1.6 Demographics 
Information about age, gender. role (individual contributor versus people 
manager), work experience (both total and in the present company), and 
educational background is collected as part of the survey. This information 
is collected towards the end of the survey through a web-based survey tool. 
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3.6,2 Pilot Study 
The proposed research questionnaire was pilot tested with 86 employees 
from Facebook India and Google India. Based on the pilot study, changes 
were made to the survey questionnaire before the final survey was 
conducted. The pilot questionnaire has 88 items in all, and the data from the 
pilot study was analyzed before the final questionnaire was finalized and 
deployed to the sample population. 
In the pilot study, all constructs had Cronbach's Alpha Coefficient of more 
than 0.7. Since the reliability was more than 0.7, the internal consistency 
between the constrccts was deemed to be good. The factor loadings for 
most of the constructs were above 0.4. The factor loadings and reliability 
for values for the constructs is given in Appendix B. 
Principal components analysis (PCA) was run on the response obtained 
from the 88-question questionnaire that measured the antecedents of 
employee engagement. employee engagement and intention to quit as per 
the proposed model. The suitability of PCA was assessed prior to analysis. 
Inspection of the correlation matrix showed all variables had at least one 
correlation coefficient greater  than 0.3. The overall Kaiser-Meyer-Oklin 
(KMO) measure was greater than 0.7. Based on the PCA results, the eigen 
values and factor loadings Control as a factor was dropped and 
Organizational Support broken into Organizational Support and Supervisor 
Support. The changes will he discussed later in this section. The rotated 
component matrix with the loadings is given in Appendix B. On analyzing 
them the factors for the final study was finalized and the researcher labeled 
the factors according to the literature and the items that better described 
each factor. 
The Exploratory factor analysis (EFA) resulted in a number of items getting 
dropped, modified. or grouped separately. For the outcome variable- 
89 
intention to quit. one item was modified to reflect the Indian IT industry, 
where the average tenure is much shorter than in other industries. Further, 
dropping the items that were cross loading items and adding other items 
loading with feedback modified items measuring feedback in the job 
characteristics section. The support of the supervisor was identified as an 
additional factor separate from organizational support, based on factor 
loadings in the exploratory factor analysis. Control as a variable was 
dropped based on the factor loadings. Overload was broken down into two 
factors—Role Stress and Overload—also based on factor loadings and 
EFA. Overall 16 items were dropped based on the pilot survey results, and 
the final questionnaire was revised to 72 items. The modified model for the 
research, based on the pilot survey results is given in Figure 3.4. 
Vision (V)  
Leadership (LD) 
Skill Variety (SV) 	 Employee  
Task Identity (TI) Engagement 
Task Significance (TS) 
Autonomy (A) 
Feedback (FD) 
Vigour (VI) 
Overioad (0) 
	
Dedication (DE) 
Role stress (RS) Absorption (AB) 
Growth (GW) 
Colleagues (CG) 
Supervisor (SU) 
Organizational Support (OS) 
Job Security (JS) 
Rewards (RW) 
Demographics: Age, Gender, Role, Work Experience 
Figure 3.4: Post Pilot Study Employee Engagement Model 
Source: Author 
Intention to 
Quit(Q) 
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The pilot survey results and the modifications made to the questionnaire 
resulted in two additional hypotheses. 
11008.1: Role stress has no relationship with employee engagement 
and 
H010.1: Supervisor support has no relationship with employee 
engagement. 
Also Control as a factor was dropped due to cross loading with feedback of 
items there and hence hypothesis Hi~l1 was dropped.. Factor loadings from 
the pilot survey backed by theory had indicated that Role Stress factor was 
different from Job Overload. Supervisor Support too emerged as separate 
factor based on the factor loadings. Another insight from the exploratory 
factor loadings (EFA) of the pilot study was that Vision and Leadership 
were highly correlated and was loading as one factor. This, in retrospect, is 
not unusual as both the companies—Google and Facebook—are very 
strongly founder led, where the vision of the organization and the 
leadership are seen by employees as one and the same. A word of caution 
here that the correlation between vision and leadership will not necessarily 
he true for other organizations that are not actively founder led and 
managed. 
The final hypotheses for the research after the pilot study, including H,,08.1 
and Hu10.1 and removing hypothesis H1111 has been dropped are stated 
below. 
H001: Vision of the organization has no relationship with employee 
engagement. 
H002: Leadership of the organization has no relationship with 
employee engagement. 
H3: Skill variety has no relationship with employee engagement. 
H4: Task identity has no relationship with employee engagement. 
H5: Task significance has no relationship with employee engagement. 
H,)06: Autonomy has no relationship with employee engagement. 
H„07: Feedback from the job has no relationship with employee 
engagement. 
1T908: Overload has no relationship with employee engagement. 
Ho08.1: Role stress has no relationship with employee engagement 
H9: Job security has no relationship with employee engagement. 
H10: Organizational support has no relationship with employee 
engagement. 
Ho10.1: Supervisor support has no relationship with employee 
engagement. 
H„12: Support of colleagues has no relationship with employee 
engagement. 
t113: Rewards have no relationship with employee engagement. 
H14: Growth has no relationship with employee engagement. 
H015: Intention to quit has no relationship with employee engagement. 
H016a: There is no significant difference in the mean scores of 
employee engagement between males and females. 
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H„16h: There is no significant difference in the mean scores of 
employee engagement between People Managers and Individual 
Contributors. 
H1)16c: There is no significant difference iii the mean scores of 
employee engagement among employees based on education. 
H„16d: There is no significant difference in the mean scores of 
employee engagement among employees based on total work 
experience. 
H016e: There is no significant dif'f'erence in the mean scores of 
employee engagement among employees based on work experience in 
the organization. 
Ater validation of the questionnaire using the pilot Study, 72 items 
remained. Another six questions in the denimiraphics sections take the 
number of questions in the IInal survey to 79 questions. 
The above-listed hypotheses have been tested in this study using the 
quantitative research methodology. The primary data for the study was 
collected through an online survey of employees of companies in the Indian 
IT Industry with online products. A survey questionnaire is a research 
instrument consisting of a set of questions or items intended to capture 
responses in a standardized manner. Question,, can he Structured or 
unstructured. The questionnaire method can he used When the target 
population is literate and are not children. as per I3hattacherjee (?O12). In 
this research, a structured questionnaire survey technique has been used 
which has been \alidated throu~1h the pilot study. The final questionnaire 
\,\-ill be sent to be the sample icdentilied I'or the research. 
93 
3.6.3 Reliability 
According to Johnson et al (2004). reliability is the degree to which the 
measures yield stable results and are free from error—the measurement 
procedure stableness. According to Bhattacherjee (2012). reliability is the 
measure to which a test, questionnaire, measurement procedure, or any 
observation generates similar outcomes in repeated trials. Reliability is the 
relative absence of measurement errors in a measuring tool. In quantitative 
research, reliability is often a concern. In this research, reliability has been 
maintained by ensuring that all respondents answer all questions and they 
do so only once. Further. internal consistency reliability has been estimated 
by calculating Chronbach's Alpha values for each construct. Cronbach 
Alpha proposed by Cronhach (1951) is considered to be one of the most 
popular tests for determining the reliability of the data collection instrument 
used. It helps in determining the average correlation of' items in a survey 
tool or. in other,, words, the internal consistency of the survey instrument. 
for gauging the rcliahilit\ of the instrument. Consistent with other research 
studies, here too Chronhach's Alpha value above 0.7 was taken as an 
acceptable measure of reliability (Bhattacherjee, 2012) of the construct. 
Cronbach's alpha is the average of all possible split-half coefficients 
resulting from different ways of' splitting the scale items (Malhotra, 2006). 
3.6.4 Validity 
Validity decides whether the research truly measures what it is intended to 
measure or how real the outcomes of research are (Johnson and 
Onwuegbuzie. 2004). Consistency may be applied to the measurement of 
varied individuals or groups or to the measurement of similar groups or 
individuals at varied times. For quantitative data, validity can be ensured 
through appropriate instrumentation, careful sampling, and proper 
statistical treatments of data. Validity must he viewed as a matter of extent 
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rather than as an absolute state (Malhotra. 2008). In this research. validity 
has been ensured by designing a questionnaire with questions relevant to 
that of the research objectives, research hypotheses, and review of 
literature. Moreover, standard scales have been used in this research, which 
have been tested in different context,,. as kv ell as accepted only after a pilot 
studs. This has therefore external validity and construct validity . 
Convergent v'alidit) and discriminant validity—sub divisions of 
construct validity—are also established in this study as part of the 
structural equation modeling (SEM) data analysis used. 
In order to evaluate the reliabilit\ and validity of the 88 measurement items 
relating to the various constructs, estimated loading (regression 
coefficient,,) were tabulated for the entire set of measurement items. Items 
with loading values less than (1.7 (Bontik ct al.. 2002) were removed to 
ensure construct validity. To test discriminant validity, a matrix of loadings 
and cross-loading, were tabulated. As part of the analysis, the loading of an 
item With its associated factor ( construct) was compared with the cross 
loadim!s. The items that were chosen for the final survey questionnaire had 
higher loadings with their correspondin factors in comparison to their 
cross-loadings. In terms of convergent validity, an average variance 
extracted threshold of 5O percent was used. 
3.6.5 Sampling 
.\ sample is a part of a larger „hulition or u iii \erse that is meant to 
represent the 'hole. Sampling is the process by which a portion of a 
Population or universe is chosen as representative of that population or-
universe. For this research, the responses elicited from the chosen sample 
have been used to test the extent of relationship between the various 
antecedents and employee enga;_ement, as well as to explore how employee 
engagement is related to the intention to quit as an outcome variable. In this 
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research in addition to the primary data collected, for the research purpose 
there was no need to look at any secondary data. To establish the research 
need and identify the research gap employee engagement measures by third 
party consulting firms has been looked into in Chapter I. Also, the 
researchers experience in terms of qualitative inputs has been used to 
discuss and debate the various issues related to employee engagement in 
the IT industry. This in no way is interfering in the integrity of the research 
study. which remain to be primarily a quantitative study. To contextualize 
the research and its findings secondary data have been collected from 
company websites, discussions with company officials, external survey 
agency reports, presentations, and studies the researcher has access to based 
on the researchers professional experience and contacts. 
The sample selection process for this research looks at the IT product 
companies in India where the population is defined as the online IT product 
companies in India, The sample selection process is given in Figure 3.5 and 
discussed in detail in a later section. 
IT Product 
Companies in India 
IT Online Product 
Companies in Indio 
Google India and 
Facehook India 
Figure 3.5: Sample selection for this research 
Source: Author 
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3.6.5.1 Rationale for the Sampling Element 
Across the IT industry, there are similarities in the work environment, the 
basic nature of work done. and how teams are managed. For an Indian IT 
company. leveraging product tle elopment and becoming a product 
company is the best way to make the most of the opportunities ahead and to 
ensure continuous growth. Ilence. the taret population of this study has 
been defined as IT product companies in India. The sampling frame for this 
stud\ consist" of , Google India Private Limited and Facehook India Private 
Limited. the I00 subsidiaries in India of Google and Facehook, 
respectively. Google India and Facebook India are companies known for 
their high levels of employee engagement. Google India has consistently 
for many years been ranked as the best company to work for in India by 
third party survey companies. such as Great Places to Work, which is a 
subsidiary of Great Places to Work. Inc. known for their objective 
quantitative and qualitative studies. Facehook India follows similar 
employee friendly measures and has similar human resource factors. Both 
these companies experience lower attrition levels than the industry average. 
Moreover, having worked in these companies, building them in India, for 
almost a decade now, the researcher has ained insi~Lhts relevant to this 
research. This sampling frame also helps in controlling for variations in 
external factors. 
3.6.5.2 Target Population and Sample Size 
Google India Private Limited has 1.475 employees, and Facebook India 
Private Limited has 181 as on Jan 1'` 2013. To`_ether, they form the target 
population of this research. 
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The size of the employee base in Google India and Facebook India together 
is around 1658. Given the similarities of the two companies, the variability 
of the population is controlled—the population is more homogeneous than 
heterogeneous. Even then. a 5(YT variability of the population is considered 
for identifying the sample. 	Further, a confidence level of 95% is 
considered, as is the normal practice in most social science Studies. 
The sample size for the study was calculated using the equation below: 
where n = sample size required 
N = number of people in the population 
P = estimated variance in population as a decimal (0.5 for 50-50) 
A = precision required, expressed as a decimal (0.05 for 5%) 
Z = based on confidence level: I.96 for 95% confidence 
In this case. N = 1658, P = 0.5, A = 0.05, and Z = 1.96. 
Based on this calculation, the minimum sample size required is ?7I 
respondents t'or this research. 
In structured equation modeling ( SE\1)—the data analysis methodology 
used in this research, the rule of thumb is a 5 to 1 ratio of sample size to the 
number of free parameters (Gerhing! & Anderson, 1988). The final 
questionnaire of this study has 73 items. So by the rule of thumb of SEM. 
the sample size again comes to 73 * 5 = 365 responses. As some items are 
expected to be dropped in the final analysis, any sample that is above 365 is 
an acceptable sample if the SEM methodology is used. Bentler & Chou 
(1987) regards the 5 to I ratio as a goal and holds that 200 is a good sample 
size to aim for in SEM research. 
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Keeping in mind a number of factors, such as incomplete responses, 
genuine inability of respondents to complete the survey due to 
projects/vacation travel, and the reluctance that could arise from the [act 
that the larger organization here is a competitor to the researcher's 
organization, the expected response rate was kept at a modest 60%, Based 
on the very conservative 60% response rate expected, the survey was 
targeted to be emailed to around 610 potential respondents across the two 
organizations. The online survey methodology was used, and the survey 
was so scheduled that it could successfully gather data from 365 employees 
working in two different companies—Google India Private Limited and 
Facebook India Private Limited which are 100% subsidiaries of their parent 
companies in United States of America. 
3.6.5.3 Sampling Design 
The current study uses the non-random/non-probability sampling technique 
as opposed to randornlprobability sampling. The samples, therefore, were 
not chosen randomly. From among the various techniques of non-
probability sampling, the study uses a combination of convenience 
sampling and snowball sampling. Convenience sampling or opportunity 
sampling is the technique whereby a sample is drawn from that part of the 
population that is close to hand, readily available, or convenient. In the 
absence of a clear population. this is an accepted way of sampling. When a 
set of respondents already identified is given the opportunity to recommend 
others who meet the selection criteria, it is called the snowball sampling 
technique. 
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3.6.6 Administration of Questionnaire 
A web-based structured survey tool was used to administer the 
questionnaire, as it was both cost and time efficient. Further, as the 
respondents were from the IT industry, they were used to taking surveys 
online and were, therefore, familiar with this methodology. For this study, 
SurveyMonkey, one of the top survey tools on the Internet, was used. The 
web survey method of data collection was appropriate because not only was 
the target population very familiar with this survey technique, but this 
method of data collection also provided a number of other advantages as 
discussed below. 
As per Wright (2006), the web survey model has a number of advantages: 
(a) web surveys are relatively inexpensive; (b) responses may be entered 
and stored in a format conducive to analysis; (c) there is increased accuracy 
in data entry, as well as decreased time; and (d) automatic coding saves a 
great deal of time. Web surveys also have several unique disadvantages: (a) 
only individuals with web access can complete the survey creating 
coverage problems; (b) unless security measures are in place, anyone who 
happens upon the survey may take it and, thus, bias results; (c) illiteracy is 
a problem; and (d) technical problems, including slow connections and 
connect-time costs might decrease response rates. 
The survey questionnaire was coded in SurveyMonkey and sent to the 
email ids of potential respondents collected for the purpose. The email text 
preceding the survey link Crum SurveyMonkey provided the context of the 
survey, the purpose of the research, assurance of confidentiality, and the 
contact information of the researcher in case the respondents had any 
questions. As expected, a number of follow-ups were required to get the 
respondents to take the survey. 
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3.6.7 Response Rate 
A total of 610 employees across Google India and Facebook India were 
emailed the SurveyMonkey link to the questionnaire. Of the 437 employees 
who attempted thesurvey, 26 left it incomplete; in other words they did not 
submit the survey even though they had started responding to survey items. 
Among the 417 employees who submitted their responses, 29 had missing 
data. As there were still enough number of complete survey responses that 
met the sample size requirements, these were also not included in the final 
analysis, although there was the option to include them by replacing the 
missing data with the person mean within the scale or item mean from the 
sample (Bhattacherjec, 2012). For the final analysis, responses from a total 
of 382 respondents were used, which means the response rate of useable 
responses was 63%: that is in line with what we see usually in surveys such 
as this. 
3.6.8 Data Analysis 
The survey results from SurveyMonkey were downloaded to a spreadsheet 
and cleaned tip for reverse coded items and incomplete responses. All 
constructs were coded in a way that is ready for statistical analysis. The 
survey responses obtained were analyzed using SPSS 21 and AMOS 16.0. 
The questionnaire was refined using factor analysis where the statements 
were reduced from 88 to 72 based on the factor loadings obtained in the 
EFA. These 72 statements were utilized to gather responses and compute 
results of statistical tests used in this research. Confirmatory Factor 
Analysis (CFA) was employed to confirm the relationship between 
observed variables and their underlying talent construct.. For Hypotheses 
16a to lGe as it entailed comparison of population means as a test of 
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difference, t-test and ANOVA were used using SPSS. For the rest of the 
hypotheses. Structural Equation Model (SEM) was used. The path diagram 
was generated and the goodness of fit statistics was observed for the entire 
research model. For the structural equation model, maximum likelihood 
estimation 1 NILE) method was used. 
Structural equation modeling (SEM) is similar to multiple regressions but is 
more appropriate for this research as it allows simultaneous treatment of 
data. SEM considers models of interactions, correlations, measurement and 
correlated error. and both multiple latent independent and dependent 
variables (Suhr, 2006). In addition, it has much more flexible assumptions. 
the ability to test models (as against testing individual relationships), and an 
integral use of the confirmatory factor analysis (CFA). Confirmatory factor 
analysis is used to determine the factor structure of all the instruments. 
Cont'irmator\ factor analysis is a statistical technique that helps the 
researcher to test a hypothesis and investigate if an actual relationship 
exists between the observed variable and underlying latent constructs (Suhr. 
2006). Cronhach's Alpha coefficients are used to test the internal 
consistency of the measuring instruments. 
SEM implies a structure of the covariance matrix of the measures. Once the 
model's parameters have been estimated, the resulting model-implied 
covariance matrix can be compared to an empirical or databased covariance 
matrix. If the two matrices are consistent with one another, then the 
structural equation model can be considered a plausible explanation for the 
relations between the measures. 
SEM is a combination of factor analysis and regression or path analysis. In 
SEM, the relationship between theoretical concepts is represented by 
regression or path analysis. This model implies a structure of the co- 
IO2 
variances between the observed variables and can be extended to include 
the means of the observed variables. SEM is a convenient framework that 
includes several traditional multivariate procedures. such as factor analysis. 
regression analysis, discriminant analysis. and canonical regression. as 
special cases. SEMI has its roots in path analysis. In the notations, single 
headed arrows or path,, are used to define causal relationships in the model 
with the variable at the tail cuu~ing the variable at the point. Double-headed 
arrows indicate co-variations or correlations with no causal interpretation. 
In statistics, single headed paths show regression coefficients and double-
headed arrows co-\ ariancc.. 
In SEX], it is important to specify aI model before analysis is started based 
on previous theory. prior research, or other empirical studies. Once the 
model is specified. factor loading and eo-variances can be estimated. A 
statistical chi square test is used to decide how the hypothesized model fits 
the data. The chi square statistics helps to test the statistical significance of 
the observed association in a cross tabulation. In SEE. it is usually 
assumed that the sample data follow a multivariate normal distribution—in 
other words, the means and co-variance matrix contain all the information. 
Simulation research has shown that with agood model and multivariate 
normal data, a reasonable sample size is about 200 (Bentler & Chou. 1957). 
By explicitly modeling_ measurement error. SEM helps to derive unbiased 
estimates for the relations between latent constructs. To this end. SEM 
allows multiple measures to be associated with a single latent construct that 
make the model flexible and most appropriate to study the model proposed 
in the current research. 
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3.7 Conclusion 
In this chapter. the research design used for the study has been discussed in 
detail. The research objectives and the research questions led to the 
hypotheses is discussed in this chapter. Also the sampling method, the 
sampling frame, and the final proposed model for research are discussed. 
The details of the pilot study stage and the resulting modifications in the 
proposed measuring instruments were also discussed in detail in this 
chapter. Introduction to the reliability and validity of the measuring 
instrument that will be looked into in detail in next chapter is introduced 
here. Also the data analysis approach for this research, the rationale for the 
approach and the statistical tools used and its details are also discussed in 
this chapter. 
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CHAPTER FOUR 
ANALYSIS AND FINDINGS 
4.1 Introduction 
In Chapter 3. the rc.earch quc'tions. research objective,, hypotheses. 
research methodology, and research design for this study were discussed in 
detail. In Chapter 4. the profile of respondents is discussed along with 
sample characteristic,,, data screening. measurement model assessment, and 
structural model fit. The reliability and validity of the various constructs 
and the overall measurement model fit are also discussed in this chapter. 
Through data analysis. the proposed model and relationship" are tested to 
identify the plausible model for employee engagement. Structural equation 
modeling (SEM) was carried out using AMOS 18.0 to test h\ potheses ill 
to Eli5 and SPSS to test H j,I6 laid out in Chapter 3. 
4.2 Sample Demographics and Data Screening 
The demographics of the survey respondents are explored as part of this 
section. As this research is based on data collected through a web-survey 
tool. which is a self-administered way of data collection, response error is 
an issue. Descriptive statistics is used to check for any missing data and to 
manage outlier cases. if any As part of the demographics, the survey 
captured respondents' age. gender. role, educational qualifications, total 
work experience, and organization specific work experience. The relevant 
demographics thus collected are given in Table 4. I 
105 
Table 4.1: Respondents Profile (N = 382) 
Demographic Features Frequency Percent 
Gender 
Male 188 49.21 
Female 194 50.79 
Total 382 
Age 
Under 23 	 - 32 8.38 
23 to 26 years 101 26.44 
27 to 30 years 107 28.01 
31 to 35 years 90 23.56 
Age 36 or older 52 13.61 
Total 382 
Education 
Engineering (BTech, BE, MTech, ME etc.) 70 18.34 
Graduate decree IHA. BSc, BCorn. BBA etc.) 124 32.46 
MBA or equivalent 129 33.77 
Masters/ PG Degree (MA, MSc, MCom etc.) 50 13.09 
Advanced Study after Masters Degree (PhD etc.) 9 236 
Total 382 
Organizational Role 
Individual Contributor 276 72.25 
People Manager 106 27.75 
Total 382 
Total Work Experience 
Less than 1 year 21 5.50 
Over I year but less than 3 years 87 22.77 
Over 3 years but less than 5 years 48 12.57 
Over 5 years but less than 8 years 91 23.82 
Over 8 _years 135 35.34 
Total 382 
Work Experience with Current Organization 
Less than I year 80 20.94 
Overt year but less than 3 years 184 48.17 
Over 3 years but less than 5 years 30 7.85 
Over 5 years but less than 8 years 74 19.37 
Over S years 14 3.66 
Total 382 
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Table 4. I shows that there is an almost equal number of males (49%) and 
females (51%) among the respondents. 28% of the respondents are people 
managers, while the rest are individual contributors. Further, 28% of the 
respondents have a total work experience of less than 3 years, white 35% of 
the respondents have over 8 years of work experience. This is a good mix 
of respondents across these factors. 
18% of the respondents have a basic technical degree, while 34% of the 
respondents have a master's degree in business administration. The 
respondents also vary widely with respect to age and work experience. 35% 
of the respondents are less than 26 years of age, while close to 14% of the 
respondents are 36 years or older. As the survey was done on the web, data 
entry errors were not a concern, but 24 of the 406 responses had missing 
data. However, as the sample requirement for the study could be met even 
after the incomplete samples were excluded, standard techniques, such as 
the maximum likelihood function, to handle the missing data were not used. 
By examining whether the missing data was clustered around any group of 
participants or not, care was taken to eliminate the chance of any biasing 
because of this elimination. 
Descriptive statistics provides summaries about the sample and measures 
and helps to understand the data before proceeding further with inferential 
statistics to test the hypotheses. As highly skewed data (indicated by a high 
Kurtosis score) shov;s non-normality due to outliers. determining skewness 
is important. Non-normality has random effects on specification or 
estimation (Hall and Wang, 2005). An analysis using the mean scores of the 
dependent and independent variables yielded Kurtosis scores between -3 
and +3 for all constructs confirming that a normal distribution can he 
assumed. Descriptive statistics of all participants is given in Table 4.2 
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Table 4.2: Descriptive Statistics of all respondents (N = 382) 
Variables Mean 
Std. 
Deviation Min Max Skewness Kurtosis 
Vision 4.0812 0.69878 1.67 5 -0.856 0.898 
Leadership 4.048 0.91885 1 5 -1.073 0.975 
Skill Varie y 3.8901 0.82933 1.33 5 -0.763 0.37 
Task Identity 3.7531 0.8856 1 5 -0.909 1.315 
Task Significance 4.0576 0.81015 1 5 -1.268 2.984 
Autonomy 4.0349 0.79254 1 5 -1.187 2.542 
Feedback 3.9555 0.63756 1 5 -0.675 1.233 
Overload 4.0563 0.70089 1.25 5 -0.668 0.506 
Role Stress 3.4136 0.90394 1 5 -0.537 -0.07 
Growth 3.8946 
4.1117 
0.64868 
0.73315 
1 
1 
5 
5 
-0.766 
-1.153 
1.06 
2.145 Colleagues  
Supervisor 3.9614 0.85553 1 5 -1.302 2.223 
Organizational Support 3.5031 0.72968 1 5 -0.324 0.416 
Job Security 3.13 1.16312 1 5 -0.618 0.236 
Rewards  3.2507 0.95854 1 5 -0.47 -0.2 
Intention to Quit 2.7585 0.97748 1 5 -0.118 -0.105 
Vigour 4.0672 0.84441 2 6 0.217 -0.423 
Dedication 4.0487 1.04112 0.2 6 -0.394 0.396 
Absorption 4.0934 0.87537 1.5 6 0.145 -0.18 
4.3 Confirmatory Factor Analysis 
CFA helps the researcher to test the hypothesis that a relationship between 
the observed variables and the underlying latest construct exits (Suhr, 
2006). Based on CFA, we can identify items where there are non-
significant loadings on a factor or where the error values are high to get a 
better model fit if the same is supported by theory. In order to proceed with 
testing the model and finding the fit of the model, there are a number of 
statistical techniques that can be used. In this section, through the CFA the 
reliability scores and validity scores of the constructs are explored and the 
model fit checked. The reliability measurements test the internal 
consistency of the items and help in determining the items or variables that 
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should be retained or excluded to get a better model fit. This helps in 
developing the dimensionality of the constructs and the validity of the 
measures. See CFA model diagram in Appendix C. 
4.3.1 Fit Indices 
In this research, the measurement aspects and structural parameters 
approach of SEM have been combined to do measurements, as well as test 
the model proposed in this research. Byrne (2001) calls out the ability of 
SEM to specify, estimate, and test theoretical relationships between 
endogenous variables and latent variables. In this approach, a family of 
relevant procedures is used that includes the analysis of the covariance 
structure that combines regressions and factor analysis. SEM produces 
regression weights, variances. covariances, and correlations in its iterative 
procedures that converge on a set of parameter estimates (Holntes-Sntilh ct 
al., 2004).  
In the process of estimation, fit statistics is evaluated to check whether the 
proposed model is a tit to the data or not and whether any modification is 
required to increase the fit. Different indices and some rule of thumb 
approaches are used for a minimum level of score/value for arriving at a 
good fit (Byrne, 2001 ). There are no consistent standards for evaluating an 
acceptable model as per Kenny and McCoach (2003) who emphasize on 
CFI, TLI, and RMSEA as commonly used fit indexes. Steenkamp et al. 
(2003) stresses on chi-square, CF[, and TLI as fit measures. In this study, 
chi-square/df, IFI, TLI, RMSEA, CH. and AGF[ are considered, as they are 
most commonly used and reported in literature. SEM has a large number of 
other statistics as wcti, but based on other studies, it is assumed that the 
above-mentioned indices would suffice to arrive at a good ft decision. 
Some of the other metrics discussed in the literature have been used for 
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some of the discussions as appropriate. Nevertheless. SEM It indices 
summary that is reported for this research is given in Table 4.3. 
Table 4.3: SEMI Fit Indices 
Overall Model Fit 
Level of Model Fit 	 Model Fit 	 Model Indices 
Fit Measures 	 j CMIN/DF RMSEA 	 IFI 	TLI 	CFI 
Recommended for Further 
Analysis if 	 >2 	>.08 	 <.90 	<.90 	1 <.90 
Acceptable Scale for Good 	 <.06 (Reasonable 
as well as Adequate Fit 	<2 	fit up to .08) 	> .90 	> .90 	>90 
Source: Adopted from Byrne (2001). Holmes-Smith et al. (2004) 
The chi-square (y 2), which is CHIN/DF. is a measure of absolute 
discrepancy between the matrix of' implied variances and co-variances and 
the matrix of empirical sample variances and co-variances. At a 95% level 
of confidence, the discrepancy, if it is less than 2. measured at the 
associated degrees of freedom (d1) shows a fit. As x2 is sensitive to sample 
size and complexity of' the model (Holmes-Smith et al., 2004), care has to 
be taken to ensure that it is not rejecting the model due to these factors. 
Therefore, if the score is .greater than 2, before rejecting the model, further 
analysis is needed. 
Among other model fit indices, incremental fit index (IFI) proposed by 
Bollen (19S9); the Tucker Lewis Index (TLI). also known as the non-
normed fit index (NNFI), by Tucker and Lewis (1973); and comparative fit 
index (CFI) proposed by Bentler (1990) are used extensively in SEM to 
assess the relative improvement in fit of the model. To assess the model fit. 
the proposed model is compared to some baseline model fit criteria 
provided in Table 4.3. These indices assess how much better the estimated 
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model fits to the observed data. Values close one (0.90 to 1.00) are 
considered to be adequate to evaluate the incremental fitness of the model 
(Holmes-Smith et 'al.. 2004). RMSEA, as a fit statistic, is recognized as the 
most informative criteria in covariance structure modeling (Byrne, 2001). 
This is because RMSEA is a parsimony-adjusted index and, hence, takes 
into account the error of approximation, which is not affected by sample 
size. A value less than .05 indicates a good fit and values greater than .10 
are considered a poor fit. 
4.3.2 Structural Equation Modeling—Initial Measurement Model Fit 
Fitting a model in SEM helps in figuring out the covariant relationships 
between the latest constructs as seen in the previous section. The model fit 
tests the relationships between the concepts in the model, The model is also 
tested against the obtained measurement data to determine how well it fits 
the data. Structural Equation Modeling ensured a good fit as indicated in 
Table 4.4. The values of all the tit indices obtained here indicate a 
reasonable fit of the model proposed for this research that looks at 
employee engagement, its drivers and antecedents as well as intention to 
quit as the outcome variable based on the obtained Chi Square value which 
is an important statistic. 
In this initial fit analysis, the CMIN (x2) / dl value is less than 2 and is a 
good measure for the analysis (Byrne. 2001). 
Table 4.4: Initial Measurement Model Fit (72 Items) 
Model X- (I.t. (Fl IFI TLI Krt (;FI AGFI RMMSEA 
1-it 
Indite• 4026.59 2243 0 894 0896 0.883 a 540 0.772 c1.7 0.040 
I IN (X.2) 4 20.0 CMIN(i21/I)F=I.80 E 
Where. /2 = Chi sglu,ue. dl'. = Degrees ul Ire'edoiti. 
GFI = Gxxlness of lit index, AG Fl = Adjusted goodness of fit index. 
CFI = Comparative tit index. TLI = Tucker Levi• index. 
IFI = Incremental fit index. 
Rl=1 = Relative fit index and RNMSFA = Root mean square error of approximation. 
The RMSEA value below 0.05 too shows a good fit. The values of CFI, 
TLI, IFI, GFI. and AGFI are all below 0.9. which calls for further analysis 
of the model to explore whether there are modifications to the model that 
can Let a better fit. To explore what the model fit issues are modification 
indices need to he examined. 
4.3.3 Model Improvement based on CFA 
The initial measurement model fit was done along with the confirmatory 
factor analysis (CFA). CFA incorporates the testing of unidimensionality 
and evaluates a data set by confirming the underlying structure based on 
theoretical `rounds (Mueller. 1996). The CFA provides further suggestions 
for modification. simplification, or any further refinement of the initial 
measurement model based on theoretical considerations to improve its tit. 
The CFA and the further refinement of the model are discussed below. The 
first step is to examine the co-variances got during the CFA and the error. 
The second step is to examine the standardized residual co-variances to see 
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whether there is a difference between the estimated model and proposed 
model. 
In addition to the matrix of loadings and cross-loadings, Average Variance 
Extracted (AVE) is a method to test convergent and discriminant validity as 
proposed by Fornell and Larcker (1981). According to them, AVE should 
be more than 50% for each construct. They also suggest that the shared 
variance between any two constructs should be less than the variance 
extracted by either of the individual constructs. While a 0.7 or higher 
reliability implies convergent validity, measures with reliabilities above 
0.85 can contain more than 50% error variance. Measures with 0.7 or 
higher reliability may not be judged to be convergent valid because they 
can contain less variance due to their construct than variance due to error. 
Hence. the statistic AVE becomes an important measure. Keeping this 
principle in nund, all items with correlation less than 0.7 (Bontis et a1., 
2002) to the construct are removed from further calculations so that the 
AVE is above 50%. Based on this criterion, the following 20 items were 
removed from further calculation: Ill, SV3, TS3. FD4, 01, GW3. Q1, Q4, 
AB3, AB5, AB6, V14, VI5, V16, OSL OS3, OS4, OSS, SU4. V2. The 
squared multiple correlations (SMC's) of all the items in the final model are 
given in Appendix E. They are, in fact, the communalities of the variable 
estimates. 
After the 20 items were removed, the model fit was checked again, and the 
model fit indices are given in Table 4.3. Here we can see that the fit indices 
have improved based on the iteration that looked at the large error values 
and followed an iterative process which improved the fit indices to give a 
plausible model. The iteration is given in Appendix D. 
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Table 4.5: Measurement Model Fit (52 Items) 
Model x° di CF! 111 'FL! RFI GE! AGFI RMSEA 
Fit 
Indices 1859.27 1103 0.942 0.943 0.931 0.907 0911 0.)91 0.042 
i 
Where, y,2 = Chi-square, d.f. = Degrees of freedom, 
GFI = Goodness of fit index, AGFI = Adjusted goodness of fit index, 
CPI = Comparative fit index, TLI = Tucker Lewis index. 
IF] = Incremental fit index, NV! = Norrned lit index, 
RFI = Relative tit index and RMSEA = Root mean square error of approximation. 
The iterative steps leading to this model is given in Appendix D. As can be 
seen in the final model fit indices in Table 4.4, fit statistics justify the 
deletion of 20 items from different construct measures. This reduces x2 
value from 4027 (df 2243, p < .001) to 1859 (df 1103, p < .001), along with 
improving other lit indices in the measurement model. The remaining 52 
items that have been retained in different construct measures suggest 
reasonable congruity between data and the measurement model. 
The impact of error co-variances and regression weights associated with the 
observed, endogenous variables was examined to determine any significant 
errors that warranted further refinement of the model. The CFA was also 
done to make sure that all items loaded satisfactorily onto their respective 
factors and that no cross-loading of items onto a different factor occurred. 
This affirmed that the items for each construct converged into their single 
factor model and that each measure is discriminated from the other in the 
overall model. 
UMIN!k2) 1819.27 CMIN(x2)IDF=1686 
DF I If)3 
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4.4 Establishing Reliability and Validity of the Measurement Scales 
The measurement scales used need to be validated for their reliability and 
validity, It needs to he ensured that the right constructs are measured and 
the measurement is consistent and precise. The tern[ validity refers to 
whether a construct is being measured precisely, while reliability refers to 
the consistency in measurement, that is, the measures produce consistent 
results every time they are tested. Reliability and validity are jointly called 
the psychometric properties' of measurement scales and are yardsticks 
against which the adequacy and accuracy of measurements are evaluated in 
scientific research (Bhattacherjee 2012). Checking for both the reliability 
and validity of an instrument is important in any research, as one does not 
ensure the other. Reliability implies consistency but not accuracy. The 
internal consistency of a measure, according to Oppenhcim (1992), is the 
probability of obtaining the same results when the measure is used in 
different settings using a different sample. Reliability refers to the relation 
between the actual and observable scores. Internal consistency indicates the 
extent of relationship of the measurement with other constructs. 
4.4.1 Establishing Reliability of the Measurement Scale 
One of the methods to check for the reliability of an instrument is to 
calculate Cronbach's alpha. Cronbach's alpha is nothing but internal 
consistency reliability —how respondents mark items in a similar manner 
in a multi-item construct. Cronhach's alpha, a reliability measure designed 
by Lee Cronbach in 1951 (Bhuttacherjee, 2012), factors in scale size in 
reliability estimation, calculating it using a formula. Cronbach's alpha 
range from 0 to I where 0' means no relationship and `I' means a perfect 
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positive relationship between the constructs. AMOS software used for data 
analysis provided the Cronbach's alpha measures for this study. 
In this section, the reliability scores of the constructs have been explored 
followed by a confirmatory factor analysis. Reliability tests the internal 
consistency of the item measure to determine whether each of the observed 
variables is retained or any of the items need to he excluded. This is 
important to see whether we are reliably measuring the construct. 
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Table 4.6: Reliability of Constructs: Vision and Leadership 
Squared 
multiple 
Composite correlations Cronbach 
Constructs Measurement items reliability ISMC) Alpha la) 
Vision I share the v slon of my nrga niza Lion. (VI 0.530 
I identify myself with the vision of my 
organization. (V3) 0.82 0.700 0.77 
I believe that we have the right top 
Leadership leadership.{Ln1) 0.886 
I trust the top leadership. (L02) 0.822 
We have the right top leadership. {LD3) 0.94 0.798 094 
The composite reliability scores in Table 4.6 are between 0.82 and 0.94 and 
Cronbach's Alpha are 0.77 and 0.94 which is wetL above the minimum 
acceptable Level as indicated in literature (Hair of at.. 1995). This indicates 
that the measurement of this construct is considered reliable. The Squared 
Multiple Correlation (SMC) values of Vision is on the lower side with 
values of 0.530 and 0.700 compared to the scores of Leadership as seen in 
Table 4.6. 
Table 4.7: Reliability of Constructs: Job Characteristics 
Squared 
multiple 
Composite correlations Cronbach 
Constructs Measurement items reliability (SMC) Alpha (a) 
My job requires me to do many 
Skill different things at work. using a 
Variety variety of my skills and talents. (SV1) 0.650 
My job requires me to use a number 
of complex or high-level skills- (SV21 0.81 0.684 0.80 
In my job) I have the chance to do an 
Task entire piece of work from beginning 
Identity to end) (TI2] 0.646 
My job provides me a chance to 
completely finish the pieces of work! 
begin. 	T13) 0.80 0.739 0.81 
Task The result of my job is likely to 
Significan significantly affect the lives or well- 
ce being of other people, (T51) 0.714 
This job bone where a at of other 
people can be affected by how well 
the work gets done. (TS2) 0.81 0.643 0.80 
This job permits me to decide on my 
Autonom own, now I should go about doing the 
y work. (Al) 0.511 
This job gives me considerable 
opportunity for independence and 
freedom in how I do the job. (A2) 0.8?.6 
My job gives me a chance to use my 
personal initiative or judgment in 
carrying out the job. 	A3) 0.88 0.697 0.85 
I know exactly what other people 
Feedback expect of me in my work. (FD2) 0.593 
know exactly for what I am 
responsible. (FD3) 0.83 0.647 0.76 
The reliability scores of the various constructs are all above 0.7, and 
Cronbach's alpha scores are 0.30 for Skill Variety, 0.81 for Task Identity, 
0.80 for Task Significance, 0.85 for Autonomy, and 0.76 for Feedback as 
we can see in Table 4.7. This is well above the minimum acceptable level 
as indicated in literature (Hair et al., 1995), 
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Table 4.8: Reliability of Constructs: Job-Demands-Resources 
Constructs 	Measurement items 	 R 	SMC 	a 
I have to be attentive to many things at the same 
Overload time. (02) 0.668 
I have to give continuous attention to my work. (03) 0.564 
have to remember many things in my work. (04) 
I am confronted with things in my work that affect 
0.82 0.644 0.83 
Role Stress me personally. (RS1) 0.533 
1 have contact with difficult people in my work. (RS2) 0.536 
My job puts me in emotionally upsetting situations. 
(RS3) 0.74 0.511 0.77 
My job offers me opportunities for personal growth 
Growth and development. (GW1) 0.504 
My work gives me the feeling that I can achieve 
something. (GW2) 0.83 0.798 0.77 
I can count on my colleagues when I come across 
Colleagues difficulties in my work. (CG1) 0.612 
If necessary, I can ask my colleagues for help. (CG2) 0.817 
I have helpful colleagues at work. (CG3) 0.93 0.831 0.90 
I can count on my supervisor when I come across 
Supervisor difficulties in my work. (SU1) 0.748 
get on well with my supervisor. (5U2) 0.820 
In my work, I do feel appreciated by my supervisor. 
(SU3) 0.90 0.672 0.90 
Organizatio The decision-making process in my organization is 
nal Support clear to me. (0S2) 0.556 
It is clear to me to whom I should address specific 
problems within the organization. (0S3)  0.72 0.523 0.70 
I need to be more secure that I will still be working 
Job Security in this company in one year's time. (JS1) 0.743 
I need to be more secure that I will keep my current 
job in the next year. (JS2) 0.932 
need to be more secure that, the next year, I will 
keep the same function level as currently.(JS3) 0.89 0.729 0.92 
think that my organization pays good salaries. 
Rewards (RW1) 0.736 
I can live comfortably on my pay. (RW2) 0.701 
I think I am paid enough for the work I do. (RW3) 0.753 
My job offers me the possibility to progress 
financially. (RW4) 0.89 0.652 0.91 
Note: R=Composite: Reliability, SMMC= Squared Multiple Correlations, u 
Cronbach's Alpha 
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As we can see in Table 4.9. the reliability scores of the various constructs 
measuring job demands and joh resources are all at or above 0.7 confirming 
reliability of the measure. The Crunbach's alpha scores are 0.08 for 
Overload. 0.77 for Role Stress. 0.78 for Growth. 0.90 for Support of 
Colleaues. 0.90 1'or Support of Supervisor. 0.70 for Organizational 
Support. 0.92 for Job Security. and 0.9 I for Rewards. This is well above the 
minimum acceptable level as indicated in literature (Hair et al.. 1995.) 
Table 4.9: Reliability of Construct: Intention to Quit 
Squared 
multiple 
Composite correlations Cronbach 
Construct Measurement items reliability (SMC) Alpha (a) 
I am likely to take steps during the 
Intention next year to secure a job at a 
to Quit different company. (Q2) 0.880 
I will probably look for a job 
elsewhere in the next year. (Q3) 0.95 0.982 0.963 
As we can see in Table 4.9. Intention to Quit or Turnover Intention has a 
composite reliability score of 0.95 and a (Tronhach's alpha score of 0.96, as 
well. This is well above the minimum acceptable level as indicated in 
literature (Hair et al., 1995). 
For measuring Employee Engagement using the Utrecht Work Engagement 
Scale (UWES). the responses range from Never (0) to Everyday (6). with 
high scores indicating higher level• of engagement. This scale is different 
from the five-point Likert scale used for measuring the rest of the 
constructs. The UNVES has been widely used to measure employee 
engagement, and the validity and reliability of the UWES have been 
established in large heterogeneous. international samples (Schaufeli & 
Bakker, 2003). Table 4.10 has the reliability scores for UWES. 
Table 4.10: Reliability of Constructs: Employee Engagement 
Squared 
multiple 
Composite correlations Cronbach 
Constructs Measurement items reliability (SMC) Alpha (a) 
At my work, I feel bursting with 
Vigour energy. (V11) 0.626 
At my job, I feel strong and 
vigorous. (V12) 0.715 
When I get up in the morning, 
feel like going to work. (VI3) 0.82 0.664 0.847 
find the work that I do, full of 
Dedication meaning and purpose. (DE1) 0.685 
am enthusiastic about my job. 
(DE2) 0.815 
My job inspires me. (DE3) 0.755 
am proud about the work I do. 
(DE4) 0.659 
To me, my job is challenging. 
(DES) 0.88 0.538 0.917 
Absorption Time flies when I'm working. (AB1) 0.582 
When I am working, I forget 
everything else around me. (A82) 0.568 
am immersed in my work. (A84) 0.79 0.676 0.822 
In this study too, the Cronhach's alpha coefficients of UWES subscales 
ranged from .82 to .91, which is above the minimum acceptable value of 
0.7. This is well above the minimum acceptable level as indicated in 
literature (Hair et al., 1995). UWES scale has been used extensively in 
researches across the world and hence the reliability and validity of the 
scale is established. Even then, in the context of this study it is important to 
establish the same. 
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4.4.2 Establishing; Validity of the Measurement Scale 
Validity is the degree to which the results accurately reflect the concept that 
is being measured. For any research, content, construct, and discriminant 
validity needs to he ensured. Content validity or face validity mainly tests if 
a good description of the matter being, analyzed exists and the tool 
employed in the study (in this case. survey) has the capability to give a 
sufficient depth to the research question (Knight. 2002). Hair et al. (2006) 
states that face validity otf constructs needs to be established prior to any 
theoretical testing_ when using confirmatory factor analysis. There is no 
statistical formula kr measuring content \alidity. It needs to be established 
based on previous research and the judgment of' subject experts and 
practitioners. In the proposed model, the possibilities of inter-correlations 
between constructs are evident. Su. to have confidence in the research 
findings. it is important to assess discriminant validity (Farrell, 2009). 
Construct validity can be measured by using the correlation procedure. It 
mainly evaluates the items in the questionnaire and also gauges the 
validation of index operationalization in measuring an underlying concept. 
Each of the indicators in the questionnaire was correlated with other 
indicators in the section. This analysis helped the researcher to indicate 
significantly the bivariate relationships in the anticipated direction pointing 
to the assessment of construct validity. Construct validity is based on how 
Soundly a scale denotes an idea: in other words, it means examining 
whether the mathematical depiction in a measurable scale, employed in the 
survey, has the capahility to correctly denote scales (points) of' that idea 
( Black, 1999). Construct validit\ is the extent to which a set of 
measurement variab'.es actually mea,,ures the theoretical latent construct the 
items are supposed to measure. Fornell and I.areker ( I981) suggest that the 
convergent validity of a construct can be e"tiniated b examining the factor 
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loadings and the average variance extracted (AVE) of each of the 
constructs. AVE is defined as the ratio of the 'sum of the squared 
standardized loadings' and the 'sum ot the sum of squared standardized 
loadimzs and sum of the measurement error variance,,'. The factor loadings 
should he si~znilicant and zreatcr than 0.5. 
Discriminant validity is the degree to which a construct is actually different 
Ironl other constructs in the stud' (f-lair et al. 2006). Fornell and Larcker 
( 1981) state that dikcriminant v audit' can he examined by a comparison of 
the average variance extracted and the corresponding inter-construct 
squared correlations. If the average variance extracted values of' all the 
constructs are greater than the inter-construct correlations, then it can he 
concluded that the constructs have discriminant Validity. 
Validity can be measured using either theoretical or empirical approaches. 
but ideally it should be measured via both the approaches (Bhattacherjee. 
2012). Theoretical assessment of validity is based on the extent to which 
the theoretical concept has been converted into ar measure and is 
represented by face and content validity. In this study, the constructs have 
been based on extensive literature review and the content validity of the 
measures has been established. Criterion-related validity is used to make 
sure that the measurement scale is valid. The most common statistical 
technique for demonstrating convergent and discriminant validities is the 
confirmatory factor analysis (CFA), and it is employed in this study 
(following the exploratory factor analysis (EFA) done after the pilot study). 
Applied to the pilot study, it helps us to reduce the data using a statistical 
technique called principal component analysis so that there is a smaller set 
of factors based on the bivariate correlation structure. 
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"Table 4.11 reveals that Vigour. Dedication, and Ahsorption are highly 
correlated with each other (VI to DE at 0.92, VI to AB at 0.70, and DE to 
AB at 0.94). This behaviour is consistent with sonce previous studies, as 
well, and necessitates a second order anal\ sis for a composite employee 
engagement score. Sonnentag (2003) did not find a clear three-factor 
structure and decided to use the total score of the I1WES as a measure of 
employee engagement. Other studies have shown that the correlation 
between the scales exceeds 0.6- IDemerouti et al., 2(X)I Schaufeli 2002: 
Salanova, et al.. 2002) and is consistent to \%hat is seen in this data 
analysis. Further. the three-factor- representation is not the best fit to the 
data, and a composite engagement scale should be included in the 
multivariate anal\ses to prevent multi-collinearttv due to the strong 
associations among the subscales. This underscores the need to take the 
score of employee engagement as a composite score and to explore the 
path construct, through a second order analysis. Also, Vision and 
Leadership have exhibited a strong correlation score, raising doubts about 
how well they are discriminating. Going hack to the EFA analysis and the 
reliabilit\ score,, in Cl A. it 	as decided to drop Vision as a factor for 
further analysis. 
4.5 Structural Equation Modeling %cith Employei: Engagement as a 
Second Order Construct. 
In the previous section. it was decided to ,o ahead with the analysis of 
Employee Engagement as a second-order construct as it represents the 
hypothesis that these seemingI\ distinct but related factors—Vigour. 
Dedication, and Absorption—can be accounted for by one or more 
common underlying higher order constructs (that is employee 
engagement). It is seen from practice that second-order models are 
potentially applicable when (a) the lower order factors are substantially 
correlated with each other and (h) there is a higher order factor that is 
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hypothesized to account for the relations among the lower order factors. 
We observed both these in the CFA analysis. 
Structural equation modeling (SEN1) was run again using AMOS I8.() to 
test hypotheses H 1 to H 15. %%here the analysis treated Employee 
Engagement as a second order construct. The results obtained indicated an 
adequate fit between the data and the model as reflected in Table 4.12. 
Table 4.12: Second Order Measurement Model Fit Statistics 
(Employee Engagement as a Composite Variable) 
\IxJel (If. ('11 Ill 11.1 RFI GFI . 	(;FI R\ISE,~ 
lit 
1",?i.L. 1515.31 1052 091 0.94 Q H)44  
('\11\ i/'t ls' 5 	+l ('\1I\ i1-) 	i)IF-I 	-:0 
I)I 11)52 
\\ here. f2 = Chi-square. J.I. = Degrees 1)l treeIr)l11. 
GFI = Goodness of fit index. 1\GFI = Adjusted t:0xulness of tit index. 
CFI = Comparative fit index. TLI = Tucker Le \+ i. index. 
11:1 = Incremental fit index. NI1 = Nornied fit index, 
RFI = Relative fit index and RIME:\ = Root mean square error of approximation. 
Anderson and Gerbing (1984) states that "as the number of indicators per 
factor or the number of factors increases, the values of GFI and AGFI 
decrease". Hence, as per current practices. (WI and AGI values are deemed 
unnecessary for the confirmation of model tit. For an absolute or predictive 
fit. the Chi square index should he used to confirm the likelihood of the 
proposed model. The Chi-square Value Should he less than 4 and ideally 
less than 2. The Chi-square for the proposed model in Figure 3.4 is 1.73 
with 1052 degrees of freedom and a p-value of p < .001. Therefore. this is a 
plausible model. The modifications made in the second order analysis are 
based on theoretical considerations (there Was evidence in other Studies of 
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the multi-collinearity of factors of employee engagement and employee 
engagement has been used a singe construct in other studies). 
4.5.1 Reliability Check for Second Order Analysis 
It was important to check the reliability of the constructs again before the 
model was accepted. A confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) for the second 
order structural equation modeling provided underscored the reliability of 
the constructs, with the Cronhach's alpha values of the all constructs 
greater than 0.7, which is acceptable per Hair et al. (2006). 
Table 4.13: Reliability of Constructs: Leadership (from CFA with 
Employee Engagement as a Second Order Construct) 
Standardized Composite 
Constructs 	Items 	loadings 	reliability [Li's] 
Squared 	I Cronbach multiple 	Alpha (a) correlations 
	
I LD1 	 0.941 	 0.886 
readership 	LD2 
D3 	 0.893 	0.94 	0.797 	0.938 
The composite construct reliability for this three-item measure is 0.94, 
which is well above the minimum acceptable level as indicated in literature 
(Hair et al., 1995). This indicates that the three items retained are 
considered reliable for this construct measure as we can see in Table 4.13. 
As discussed before in Section 4.3. based on the Confirmatory Factor 
Analysis, it was decided to combine Vision and Leadership as factors. This 
was done based on the Fact that the discriminant validity of Vision as a 
construct was not established. Some correlation between Vision and 
Leadership was seen in the data analysis and this change was made as it 
had support in theory also to make the change. This brought down the kerns 
by two in the overall analysis. Also in the second order analysis, we have taken a 
composite score of employee engagement. 
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Table 4.14: Reliability of Constructs: Job Characteristics (from CFA 
with Employee Engagement as a Second Order Construct) 
Standardized Squared Composite Cronbacte Constructs Items loadings multiple reliability Alpha (a) Iti,sl correlations 
SV1 11.R09 0.654 
Skill Variety SV2 0.824 0.81 0.68 0.796 
T12 0.807 0.652 
Task Identity 113 0.856 as 0.733 0.815 
T51 0B45 0.713 Task Significance TS2 0.802 0.81 0.643 0.804 
Al 0.715 0.511 
Autonomy ! A2 0.907 0,823 
At 0.831 0.88 0.691 0.852 
F02 0 766 0.581 Feedback FD3 0.808 0.83 0.653 0.757 
As seen in Table 4.14, the composite construct reliability for all the five 
constructs here are between 0.8 and 0.88, which is well above the 
acceptable level as indicated in literature (Hair et al., 1995). This indicates 
that the items retained to measure these constructs are considered reliable 
for this construct measure. 
Also we can seen in Table 4.15, the composite construct reliability for all 
the eight constructs of the Job-Demands-Resources scale are between 0.74 
and 0.93, which is well above the acceptable level as indicated in literature 
(Hair et al.. 1995). the Cronbach's alpha score which are also above 0.7 
indicate that all the constructs here — Overload, Role Stress, Growth, 
Support of Colleagues. Support of Supervisor, Organizational Support, Job 
Security and Rewards are all reliable measures, 
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Table 4.15: Reliability of Constructs: Job-Demands-Resources (CFA 
~%ith Employee Engagement as a Second Order Construct) 
Standardized Squared Composite Cronbach Constructs Items loadings multiple reliability Alpha (a~ [Li's] correlations 
02 0.812 0.659 
Overload 03 0.753 0.567 
04 0.806 0.79 0.65 0.832 
RS1 0.734 0.538 
Role Stress RS2 0.729 0.532 
RS3 0.714 0.74 0.51 0.767 
G'W1 0.721 0.52 
Growth 
GW2 0.879 0.83 0.773 0.775 
CG1 0.783 0.613 
Colleagues CG2 0.904 0.818 
CG3 0.911 0.93 0.829 0.895 
SU 1 0.866 0.75 
Supervisor 
S U 2 0.904 0.817 
SU3 0.821 0.9 0.674 0.896 
Organizational OS2 0.739 0.546 
Support 
053 0.73 0.72 0.532 0.696 
151 0.861 0.741 
Job Security 	JS2 0.967 0.935 
1S3 0.853 	0.89 0.727 J 	0.921 
RW1 	 0.856 0.733 
Rewards 	RW2 0.839 	 0.705 
RW3 	 0.867 0.752 
RW4 0.808 	0.89 	0.653 	0.907 
As %%e can see in Table 4.16. the composite construct reliability for the 
construct Intention to Quit is 0.95. which is well above the acceptable level 
its indicated in literature ( Hair et al., 19951. 
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Table 4.16; Reliability of Construct: Intention to Quit (CFA with 
Employee Engagement as a Second Order Construct) 
Standardized Squared Composite Crnnbach Constructs Items 	loadings multiple reliability Alpha (a) [Li's] correlations 
Q2 0.941 0.835 
Intention to Quit 03 0.988 0.95 0.976 0.963 
The items to measure intention to quit as a construct are considered reliable 
for this construct measure based on the composite reliability score. Also 
the Cronbach's Alpha score is 0.96 indicating that the items are measuring 
the same underlying construct in this research. 
Table 4.17: Reliability of Construct: Employee Engagement (CFA 
with Employee Engagement as a Second Order Construct) 
Standardized Squared Composite Cronba[h Constructs Items loadings reliability 
multiple Alpha (a) ILasl correlations 
0.857 735 
Employee ~DE 0987 0974 
Engagement 
 0.973 . 0.98 0.547 0.843 
The composite construct reliability for employee engagement measure is 
.96, which is well above the acceptable level as indicated in literature (Hair 
et al., 1995). This indicates that the items retained are considered reliable, 
as well as valid for this construct measure. 
4.5.2 Validity Check for Second Order Analysis 
Bivariate Correlations between Intent variables were calculated to check for 
construct and discriminant validil confirnlation. Correlations between the 
construct measures were examined by an overall measurement model 
analysis using all the items retained via SEM. The matrix obtained is the 
implied correlation matrix in the SEM technique. This will be used to 
determine the convergent and discriminant validity of the measure by 
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comparing composite reliability scores (reported in Tables 4.11 to 4.15) 
and correlations between the factors. 
Table 4.18: Correlation matrix and discriminant validity assessment: 
Implied Correlation Matrix 
1,1) S\' TI 1S A FI) OS SIT (;W 0 KS JS CG R%\ Q F:F: 
1.I) 0.84 
S\ 0 06 0.67 
TI 1 01 0 19 0.69 
15 0.05 0.31 0.08 0.68 
006 033 002 020 0.67 
Fl) 003 0.08 0.13 005 30! 0.62 
OS 0.20 0.09 0 09 008 0 1 032 0.54 
SIP 005 057 0 11 004 0.12 0.18 0 19 0.75 
C; 0 14 C 07 0.1 1 013 0 14 C +: 0 16 0.65 
U 004 0 18 001 003 003 - 0.00 0: 1 0.63 
RS 01 0.01 0 00 0.03 0.01 0.03 C Cl 0.01 000 000 0.53 1 
JS 0.01 0.01 U. 31 0.01 0.01 0.00 0 01 0.0) 0.02 0.00 0 00 0.80 
('G 208 0.04 0 04 002 0C 0.3.1 0.21 0.26 OH 000 0 CO 0.02 0.75 
K11 006 003 002 0.04 CCS C.4 UuR 31 0.01 000 0.01 010 0.71 
() 07 0 04 0 02 0.02 007 00 012 1108 0 0a9 000 006 009 0 02 02 04 0.93 
FL C01 0.26 0.13 0.13 0.19 00.15 (1sU 0.14 031 1)01 001 0.06 010 0.10 0.20 0.89 
(Note: Diagonal values represent AVE values and Off-Diagonal values represent squared 
inter-construct correlations. All significant at 0.01 levels, N = 382.) 
The covariance matrix reported in Table 4.18 shows that all constructs are 
significantly correlated with each other with only low to moderate 
coefficient scores. These moderate to low levels of correlations between 
variables explain the discriminant validity of the measures. The validity 
established here for the constructs becomes important as the model is 
tested. 
To assess convergent and discriminant validity, inter-item correlations. 
standardized item alpha, correlation coefficients, and measurement of 
constructs in CFA, along with standardised loading, should be reviewed 
and discussed. Convergent validity is demonstrated by inter-item 
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correlations that reveal all retained items (in CFA), along with the 
composite Employee Engagement construct, to be positi\cly correlated 
with moderate to high coefficients. Further. CFA findings reported in 
Tables 4.I3 to 4.17 strongly indicate that all construct measures are uni-
dimensional. This suggests that the construct measures achieved not only 
cons ergent validity but also discriminant validity. For assessing 
discriminant validity. Gaski (I 9S4) reconlnlends that the correlations 
among composite constructs must be lower than the respective 
standardized composite reliahilities. Hence, composite reliability scores 
(Table 4.1 1 to Table 4.15 	crr compared to construct correlations (Table 
4.16). and it was found that no correlation coefficient exceeded 0.33 and 
the lowest composite reliability score was 0.72. This low to moderate 
levels of correlations between the variables are normally expected, but 
these levels of correlations satist\ discriminant validity of the measures 
indicating the mea,Lurenlent scales* ability to discriminate between 
measures that are supposed to differ. .\s a result, discriminant validity is 
supported. Further. as shown in Table 4.16. the average variance extracted 
.AVE) is greater than all corrcspondin construct correlations, which is an 
additional evidence of discriminant validity of the constructs (Folnell and 
Larcker, I98I ). It is worthwhile to note that none of the measures show 
any correlations between them indicating high validity For this 
measurement scale. 
4.6 Overall Results of Measurement Development 
TO summariLe the overall results Of measurement development, the 
different sections in this chapter report the measurement validation 
processes and the measurement models in CFA that have been tested. In 
the measurement model validation process. measurement model fit was 
tested through CF.•\. and the reliability scores were found to be as low as 
0.69 and as high as 0.98. The composite reliability scores for the construct 
measures were as low as 0.72 and as high as 0.x)6..\ stepwise process of 
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eliminating the items contributing the most to the lack of fit in CFA 
followed (Finn and Kavande. 2004). In this process of measurement 
refinement, overall 20 items were eliminated. Finally, the measurement 
models (or all constructs and the overall measurement model were tested 
and a satisfactory level of fit was achieved. Of the initial fifty-two scale 
items. the construct Vision (three items) was dropped, as Leadership and 
Vision showed high correlation. Also, the subscales of Employee 
Engagement ( Vigour, Absorption. and Dedication) showed high 
correlations, and therefore. Employee Engagement was taken as a second 
order construct. and SEE ran b r the construct at the second order. 
4.6.1 Hypothesis Testing (Hi to U15 
The proposed model for employee engagement t:ee Figure 3.4► looked at 
the antecedents or drivers of engagement and the intention to quit as an 
outcome variable. The model was tested usinz reliability and validity 
established construct measures. 'l To achieve a parsimonious fit between data 
and the theoretical model, all po Bible exogenous latent variables were 
allowed to covary in the proposed structural model I Holmes-Smith et al., 
2004: Kline. 2005). 'l'he fit indices of the model compared with the 
acceptable scale for good. as well as adequate. fit is presented in Table 
4.17. The structural model for the hypothesis testing using AM-IOS I6 is 
given in Figure 4.1. The Structural Equation N1odelitig Test output, it 
indices and the desired level of fit for model comparison. all obtained is 
given in l'ahle 4.1 9 below. 
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Table 4.19: SEM Test Output, Fit Indices, and Desired Level of Fit 
level of Model Fit 
Overall Model Fit 
Model Fit Model Comparison 
Fit Measures CMIN/pF 	RMSEA IFI TLI CFI 
Acceptable Scale for Good, 
as well as Adequate Fit 
<2 <,06 >.93 '.90 >.9D 
Model Fit Achieved 1?2b n044 0.94 0.93 D. 94 
JI in the model 1815.41 
C)F in the modeI 1052 
As we can see in Figure 4.1, the model fit was obtained for Employee 
Engagement as a composite variable. It was taken as a composite variable 
based on the results of Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) conducted that 
showed that there is an underlying theme tying those constructs together. 
Vision as a variable was dropped and this was also based on the CFA 
results obtained in this research. 
The hypotheses testing provided a Chi-value of 1.73, which is a very good 
measure with 1052 degrees of freedom. The tested model is shown in 
Figure 4,2 with estimated standardized regression coefficients in the path 
links in the SEM model with significant and non-significant paths as per 
SEM are shown in straight and broken lines, respectively. The hypotheses 
H00 Ito 1-115 were tested through the path analysis. The details of the same 
are discussed later in this section. The path coefficient values indicate the 
strength of the relationship. The significance measures are also looked into 
to test the hypotheses formulated in Chapter 3, in order to understand 
employee engagement, its drivers and antecedents and to understand the 
relationship of Intention to Quit as a variable with employee engagement. 
The next two pages provide the structural model for hypothesis testing in 
Figure 4.1 and path diagram in Figure 4.2. 
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Figure 3.1: Structural \lodel Hypothesis 'testing Diagram 
(ltiliI1V1IuI1l was achieved: Chi square= 1815.41. d1'=1O52, p=0.000 
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Figure 4.2: Hypotheses Testing through Path Analysis in SEM 
(Note: Index for Path Directions: — Significant paths, .... Non-significant 
paths) 
4.6.2 Hypothesis Testing (H( 16a to H„16e) 
Independent samples t-test or ANOV A was used to see whether there were 
differences in the population mean Scores due the demographics of gender. 
role in the orb*anization, education background and work experience. For 
the t-test and ANOVA to be conclusive, all conditions of independence of 
observations, no outliers, normality. homogeneity of variances were 
checked. 
4.6.2.1 Gender 
The null h\ pothesis for an independent-' tiiiples t-test is: 
H4) 16a: 'There is no significant difference in the mean scores of' 
employee engagement between males and females. 
Table 4.2() Gender: Descriptive Statistics 
(;endcr 	N 	:\lcan 	Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean 
Male 	188 	4.1382 	! .85568 	.06241 
Engagement 	 :---- I 	- - 
Female 	193 	4.0041 	.84744 	.06100 
As seen in Table 4.20. the mean finale viewer engagement score (4.14 ± 
0.81) was higher than individual contributor engagement score (3.95 ± 
0.84). There were no outliers in the data. as assessed by inspection of a 
boxplot confirming normal distribution. There was homogeneity of' 
variances for engagement scores for males and females, as assessed by 
Levene's Test for Equality of Variances (p = .761). The difference in mean 
engagement score between males and females, with males scoring higher 
than females. was not statistically significant p > 0.5. 
Hence the null hypothesis that the population means of employee 
engagement scores for Males and Females are equal is failed to reject. 
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4.6.2.2 Role 
The null hypothesis for an independent-\ainples t-test is: 
H016b: "There is no significant difference in the mean scores of 
employee engagement between People Managers and Individual 
Contributors. 
Table 4.21 Role: Descriptive Statistics 
Role 	 N 	Ttean 	Std. 	Std. Error 
Deviation Mean 
Individual Contributor 275 	3.9549 .84378 	.05088 
Engagement 	
People Manager 	106 	4.3694 .80648 	.07833 
As seen in Table 4.21, Mean People Manager engagement score (4.37 ± 
0.86) was higher than mean Individual contributor engagement score (4.00 
± 0.85). There were no outliers in the data, as assessed by inspection of a 
boxplot confirming normal distribution. There was homogeneity of 
variances for engagement scores for males and females. as assessed by 
Levene's Test for Equal it of Variances ip = .93W. The difference in mean 
engagement score between People Managers and Individual Contributors. 
\\ith People Managers engaged mnoorc than individual contributor~ was 
found to he statistically signiFicant in the 2-tailed significance test with pp < 
0005 
Hence the null hypothesis that the population means of employee 
engagement scores For People Managers and Individual Contributors are 
equal is rejected. This is an aspect that should he checked in further 
research to establish conclusive research on this finding. 
4.6.2.3 Education Background 
The one-was analysis of variance (.NOVA) is used to determine whether 
there are any statistically significant differences between the population 
means of employee engagement Scores and their education background. 
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The null hypothesis for n one-way ANOVA is: 
H016c: There is no significant difference in the mean scores of 
employee engagement among employees based on education. 
Table 4.22 Education Background: Descriptive Statistics 
N Mean Std. Std. Error 95% Confidence 
Deviation Interval for Mean 
Upper 
I
Lower 
Bound Bound 
70 .83169 	09941 Engineering (BTech, BE, M 4.1656 3.9672 4.3639 
Tech, ME etc.) 
Graduate Degree ( BA, B Sc, 123 3.8999 	.89394 	.08060 3.7403 	4.0595 
B Corn, BBA etc.) 
Ml3Aorequivalent 129 4.1218 1 .84168 	.07411 3.9752 	4.2684 
Masters/ Post Graduate 50 4.1302 .79722 11274 3.9037 4.3568 
Degree (MA, IN Sc. M Corn 
etc.) 
Advanced Study after Masters 9 4.5852 	.54303 	.18101 4.1678 5.0026 
L degree (PhD etc.) 
Total 381 4.0703 	1 .85304 	.04370 3.9843 4.1562 
There were no outliers and the data was normally distributed for each 
group, as assessed by boxplot. There was homogeneity of variances, as 
assessed by Levene's lest of Homogeneity of Variance (p = 628). 
Employee Engagement score was statistically not seen as significantly 
different between different work experience groups. F(4.376) = 2.482. p < 
.OSI 
F. indicates that we are comparing to an F distribution (F test). 4 indicates 
the between groups degrees of freedom. 376 indicated the within groups 
degrees of freedom. 2 482 is the value of the obtained F value. P < .05, 
indicates the probability of obtaining the F value if the null hypothesis is 
correct. Employee Engagement scores were distributed with the high score 
of respondents with advanced degree (4.58 ± 0.54) to the low (3.90 ± .89) 
138 
of respondents with a Graduate degree. The Tukey post-hoc test was 
conducted to compare all possible combinations of group differences to 
find the confidence intervals for the differences between group means and 
whether the differences are statistically significant. This test (lid not 
provide statistical significance for differences. Hence we cannot conclude 
statistically that engagement scores vary with education background. 
Hence the null hypothesis for a one-way ANOVA that the population 
means of the employee engagement scores of' employees does not vary 
based on education background is failed to reject. 
4.6.2.4 Total Work Experience 
The one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) is used to determine whether 
thereare any statistically significant differences between the population 
means of employee engagement scores and total work experiences. The 
work experience data collected in the survey is across five groups spread 
between less than I year of experience to over 8 years of work experience. 
The null hypothesis for a one-way ANOVA is: 
H016d: There is no significant difference in the mean scores of 
employee engagement among employees based on total work 
experience. 
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Table 4.23 Total Work Experience: Descriptive Statistics 
N Mean .Sid. 	Std. 95% Confidence 
Deviation 	Error Interval for Mean 
Lower 	Upper 
_ Bound 	Hound 
4.0201 .92394 	,201h2 3.5995 	4.4407 Less than 1 year 	 21 
Over I year but less than 7 	87 3.9019 .91289 	.09787 3.7074 4.0965 
years 
Over 3 years but less than 5 	47 3.7414 .78894 	.11508 3.5097 3.9730 
years 
Over 5 years but less than 8 	91 4.1011 .849141 	.08901 3.9243 4.2779 
cars 
Over 8 years 135 4.2802 .77559 .06675. 4J482 4.4123 
Tots{ 	_ 	_ 	_. 	381 1 	4.0703 	.X5304 	.114370 1 	3.9843 4.15(12, 
There were no outliers and the data was normally distributed for each 
group,  to assessed by boxplot There was homogeneity of variances, as 
assessed by Levene's Test of Homogeneity of Variance (p = .395). 
Employee Engagement score was statistically not seen as significantly 
different between diilerent work experience groups. F(4,376) = 4.878, p < 
.001 
F, indicates that we are comparing to an F distribution (F test). 4 indicates 
the between groups degrees of freedom. 376 indicated the within groups 
degrees of freedom. 4,878 is the value of the obtained F value. P < ,001, 
indicates the probability of obtaining the F value if the null hypothesis is 
correct. Employee Engagement scores were distributed with the high score 
of the Over 8 years group (4.1 ± 0.85) to the low (3.74 ± .79) of the Over 3 
years less than 5 years group. The Tukey post-hoc test was conducted to 
compare all possible combinations of group differences to find the 
confidence intervals for the differences between group means and whether 
the differences are statistically significant. This test did not provide 
statistical significance for difference between Over 8 years and Over I year 
but less than 3 years as well as Over 3 years but Icss than 5 years. Hence 
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we cannot conclude statistically that engagement scores increase with work 
experience although the differences in the mean engagement scores 
between groups are statistically significant. 
Hence the null hypothesis for a one-way ANOVA that the 	population 
means of the employee engagement scores of employees does not vary 
based on total work experience is failed to reject. 
4.6.2.5 Work Experience in current organization 
The one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) is used to determine whether 
there are any statistically significant differences between the population 
means of employee engagement scores and work experience in current 
organization. 
The null hypothesis for a one-way ANOVA is: 
114116e: There is no significant difference in the mean scores of 
employee engagement among employees based on work experience in 
the organization. 
Table 4.24 Work Experience in Current Organization: Descriptive 
Statistics 
N Mean Std. Std, 95% Confidence 
Deviation Error Interval for Mean 
Lower 	Upper 
Round 	Bound 
Less than 1 year 80 42711 .88526 .09897 4.0741 4.4681 
Over I year but less than 3 183 3.9687 .82050 .06065 3.8491 4.0884 
eus 
Over 3 years but less than 5 3(I 4.0733 .86095 .15719 3.7518 	43948 
years 
Over 5 years but lass than 8 74 4.0776 .86556 .10062 3.8771 	4.2782 
years 
.24044 -ears Over ft  14 4.2040 .89963 16845 	4.7234 
Total  381 4.0703 .85304 .04370 3.9843 	4.1562 
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There were no outliers and the data was normally distributed for each 
group. as assessed by boxplot. There was homogeneity of variances, as 
assessed by Levene's Test of Homogeneity of Variance (1) = .577j. 
Employee Engagement score was statistically not seen as significantly 
different between different groups with varying work experience in the 
current organization. F(4,376) = 1.861, p > IU 
F, indicates that we are comparing to an F distribution (F test). 4 indicates 
the between groups degrees of freedom. 376 indicated the within groups 
degrees of freedom. 1.861 is the value of the obtained F value with a P 
>.10. As the significance was not there, there is no need to do the Tukey 
post-hoc test. 
Hence the null hypothesis for a one-way ANOVA that the population 
means of the employee engagement scores of employees does not vary 
based on total work experience in the current organization is failed to 
reject. 
4.6.2 Hypothesis Discussion 
In order to answer the research questions presented in Chapter 2. a 
framework was proposed and a sat of hypotheses developed in Chapter 3. 
These were tested using t-Test and ANOVA (SPSS 21) to find whether 
there was any significant difference in employee engagement scores 
between groups as well as using the path analysis in SEM using AMOS 16. 
In Section 3.5. the hypotheses were discussed in detail. Based on the data 
analysis of the pilot survey data as well as subsequent analysis, the 
hypotheses were modified as discussed earlier in Section 3.6.2 in detail. 
The changes were that two Hypotheses (H„08.1 and HuIU.I) were added 
and H01  was dropped. Further. H„01 was dropped as part of the 
Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA). This modification was in line with 
the appropriate use of SEM for theoiy testing and model building. The 
research objectives of this Study were to look at the antecedents or drivers 
142 
of employee engagement and to study the intention to quit as an outcome 
variable. The path diagram in Figure 4.1 and the summary of the 
hypothesis in Table 4.18 provide the results of this research in a nutshell. 
To compare the significant and non-significant paths in the SEM results for 
the proposed model, the detailed SEM results for the path relationships are 
presented and discussed in this section. The summary of the hypotheses 
testing for H„Ul to 1-1„15 is discussed below. 
Table 4.25 Summary- of Hypotheses Tested Through Path Analysis 
using SEM 
( Note: Results Supported at Significance Level: p '.001, p <O I and p 
<.05) 
H Paths SEM Output 
Accept* or Reject 
Alternate Hypothesis Beta 	S.E. 	C.R. 	P 
H01 V --> EE HYPOTHESIS DROPPED 
H02 L--> EE -0.033 0.043 -0.754 0.451 Reject 
H03 SV --> EE 0.251 0.082 3.059 0.002 Accept 
H04 TI --> EE 0.026 0.052 0.494 0.621 Reject 
H05 TS --> EE 0.047 0.054 0.867 0.386 Reject 
H06 A --> EE 0.058 0.074 0.787 0.231 Reject 
H07 FD --> EE -0.015 0.088 -0.173 0.431 Reject 
H08 0 --> EE 0.076 0.052 1.453 0.146 Reject 
H08.1 RS --> EE -0.092 0.054 -1.719 0.006 Accept 
H09 JS --> EE -0.102 0.032 -3.225 0.001 Accept 
H10 OS --> EE 0.275 0.113 2.436 0.015 Accept 
H10.1 SUP --> EE 0.032 0.052 0,619 0.536 Reject 
Hl 1 CG --> EE HYPOTHESIS DROPPED 
H12 CS-->EE -0.006 0.067 -0.094 0.925 Reject 
H13 RW --> EE 0.034 0.043 0.778 0.437 Reject 
H14 GW --> EE 0.309 0.083 3.737 *** Accept 
H1S EE --> Q -0.646 0.076 -3.443 *** Accept 
Vision and Leadership had significant correlations and were also loading as 
one factor. This, in retrospect, is not unusual as both the target companies 
are very strongly founder led, where the vision of the organization and the 
leadership are seen by employees as one and the same. Caution may be 
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applied here as to how this may hot he true for Organizations that are not 
very aeti \ el)' founder led and managed. 
The results of hypotheses (E-1(lI to III5) testing are shown in Table 4.26. 
The path coefficients of the SEMI. along \\ ith their p-values, provide direct 
evidence of whether the hypotheses are accepted or rejected (as shown in 
Table 4.26). The p-values shown in Table 4.26 are associated with the 
standardized path coefficients. According to the results in Table 4.26, the 
path coefficients are significant between: 
• Skill Variety and Employee Engagement (p<0.01). 
• Role Stress and Employee Engagement (p<O.0I ). 
• Job Security and Employee Engagement (p<0.01). 
• Organizational Support and Employee Engagement (p<0.05 ). 
• Growth and Employee Engagement (p<O.0OI ). and 
• Intention to Quit and Employee Engagement (p<0.0O I ). 
This supports hypotheses 1-103. H(1. I, 1-109, 1-11O. H 14. and 1-115. 
The summary of the Hypotheses tested fr demographics as detailed in 
section 4.6.2 is given below. 
Table 4.26 Summary of Hypotheses tested through t-test and ANOVA 
(Failed to Reject or Reject null Hypothesis) 
Null Demographics Failed to Reject or reject 
Hypothesis__ Null Hypothesis 
H160a Gender hnlcd to Reject 
H160b  —,~ Role Reject  	- 
H160c Education Failed to Reject 
H160d Total Work Experience  Failed to Reject 
H160e Work Experience in organization Failed to Reject 
The hypothesis testing resulted in failing to reject hypotheses on significant 
differences in employee satisfaction scores on the basis of gender. 
education and work experience. The hypothesis H16„b was rejected and it 
indicated that people managers have a significant higher engagement score 
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than individual contributors. This is in line with practice findings that the 
more access ou have to decision making you have higher engagement. 
4.7 Summary Findings of the Research 
Structural equation modeling (SEN1► was conducted using A v1OS l So to 
test hypotheses HO I to H 15 as well as t-test/ANOVA for H 16 using SPSS 
.0. The results indicated an adequate fit between the data and the model 
as reflected in Table 4.25 and Table 4.26. The following alternate 
hypotheses were accepted by rejecting the null hypothesis. 
H03: Skill Variety has it significant relationship with Employee 
Engagement as per this research. 'l'hi, relationship is in the positive 
direction. 
H08.l: Role Stress has it significant relationship with Employee 
Engagement. This is in the ne`iati'.e direction. 
HO9: Job Security has it .igniticant relationship with Employee 
Engagement. This is in the negative direction. The requests in the surve\ 
were measuring for lack of job security. Hence, the conclusion is that. in 
the absence of job secui it\ . emplo\ ees vv ill be less engaged. 
1110: Organizational Support has it significant relationship with Employee 
Engagement as per this research. This relationship is in the positive 
direction. 
1114:  Growth has it significant relationship with Employee Engagement as 
per this research. This relationship is in the positive direction. 
HI 5: Intention to Quit has a significant relationship with E:mplo\ce 
Engagement as per this research. This relationship is in the negative 
direction. 
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H16b: There is a significant difference in the mean scores of employee 
engagement between People Managers and Individual Contributors as seen 
in this research, This needs to be further checked in the context of other 
studies as we have failed to accept the null hypotheses here. 
In literature review, it was seen that Job Demands were negatively 
correlated with Employee Engagement, while Job Resources were 
positively correlated. Intention to Quit as a variable had a negative 
relationship with Employee Engagement. The Pearson coefficient for the 
relationship between Employee Engagement and Intention to Quit is -.65, 
and consistent to other studies, in this study too, it is seen that engaged 
employees are more likely to stay with the organization. 
Skill Variety. Role Stress, Job Security, Organizational Support. and 
Growth, all showed significant impact on employee engagement within 
acceptable significance levels. All these factors contribute to employee 
engagement and arc Factors that any organization should keep a close 
watch on if they need to impact employee engagement. Also, engaged 
employees have a higher propensity to stay, and these findings are in line 
with a number of studies discussed in Chapter 2. 
One interesting finding of this study is that People Managers are more 
engaged than individual contributors. This hypothesis needs further 
exploration beyond the context of this research. We have failed to accept 
the null hypothesis based on the results obtained I this research. 
4.8 Conclusion 
In this chapter, the analysis starred with descriptive statistics, followed by 
establishing the normality of the data, and analysis of the proposed model 
with multiple path relationships after testing it with SEM. The reliability 
and validity of the measurement constructs were established and employee 
engagement was better explained as a second-order or higher-level 
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construct. Accordingly, all hypothesized links were examined and reported. 
The SEM verified the model with ood fit indices, and ;ix out of the fifteen 
hypotheses proposed in the model were accepted with significant 
relationships. Employee Engagement is established to he negatively related 
within acceptable significance levels to Intention to Quit. Lack of Job 
Security, and Stress in the Job. while positively related with in acceptable 
significance levels to Skill Variety. Organizational Support, and Growth. 
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CHAPTER FIVE 
CONCLUSION 
5.1 I Introduction 
The current study involves an empirical investigation of employee 
engagement in the Indian IT industry. The central research questions 
underpinning this thesis were: 1) what is employee engagement and what 
are the antecedents or drivers of employee engagement and 2) how does 
those influence employee engagement and how dies employee engagement 
influence the outcome variable, ttie intention to quit. These questions were 
answered and the basic objectives of the research to understand the basic 
concept of employee engagement and its measurement, to identify the 
antecedents that contribute to employee engagement in the Indian IT 
industry, to examine the relationship of the antecedents of employee 
engagement to employee engagement in the Indian IT industry, to examine 
the relationship between employee engagement and employee intention to 
quit in the Indian IT industry were all met. This chapter summarizes the 
research and suggest effective employee engagement strategies for 
organization to practice to facilitate the creation of engaged employees in 
the Indian 1'1'industry 
Proposing a theoretical model of employee engagement based on literature 
review and testing it how the researcher approached the research problem. 
The Study focused on the outcome variable — Intention to Quit, as building 
an engaged work force and retaining them is one of the biggest challenges 
faced by the Indian IT Industry. To achieve the research objectives, a 
comprehensive review of existing theories and theoretical literature is done 
as consolidated in Chapter 2, From the theoretical foundation thus 
obtained, a quantitative research model is proposed and studied for 
answering the research questions. As this research is designed to 
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investigate employee engagement in the Indian IT industry, the proposed 
theoretical model is tested through the qualitative research approach 
discussed in Chapter 3, once the relevant hypotheses are postulated. The 
testing of the proposed models, data analysis approach adopted, key 
findings from the data analysis, and detailed discussion of the qualitative 
investigation are given in Chapter 4. The findings are summarized in this 
chapter in an endeavour to address the theoretical and practical 
implications, as well as contributions of the study. Chapter 5 concludes 
with a discussion of the limitations of the study and future research 
directions. 
5.2 Summary of Research 
Interest in the study of employee engagement has experienced a dramatic 
expansion (Lockwood, 2007; Macey & Schneider, 200R), as organizations 
believe that employee engagement is a dominant source of competitive 
advantage. This research acknowledges the need to understand employee 
engagement better so that it can be managed. as there is a need for 
employees who are proactive, work well with others, and work towards the 
success of their organizations (Bakker & Schaufeli, 200R). Engaged 
employees solve organizational challenges, such as high employee turnover 
rates, and high levels of employee engagement result in positive 
organizational outcomes. In this study, employee engagement in the 
context of Indian IT industry is explored, as building an engaged workforce 
so that they apply themselves more and tackling loss of institutional 
knowledge and resources because of attrition are a big challenge for the 
industry. 
Academic study cf employee engagement lacks practice. and this research 
attempts to better understand drivers or antecedents that influence 
employee engagement. To answer the research questions, various 
approaches—the psychological approach to employee engagement (Kahn, 
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20(10), engagement as antithesis of burnout (Maslach et al. 2001, Schaufeli 
et al., 2002), engagement as a multi-dimensional construct (Saks, 2006)—
were reviewed based on which to propose the model for this research. The 
potential drivers or antecedents of employee engagement were identified, 
and it was proposed to examine further the most important outcome 
variable in the context of the IT industry in India. The potential antecedents 
identified were vision of the organization, leadership, skill variety. task 
variety, task significance, task identity, feedback, organizational support, 
support of colleagues. support of supervisor, job security, job overload. 
role stress, rewards, and growth. Intention to quit was identified for further 
study as the most relevant outcome variahle in the research. The research 
model was used to validate the proposed effects of these drivers or 
antecedents of employee engagement, as well as how employee 
engagement impacts intention to quit as an outcome variable. 
As there are very few studies of employee engagement, its antecedents, and 
the intention to quit as an outcome variable in the Indian IT industry. 
methodological rigour was an important consideration while testing the 
proposed model. This research. therefore. used primary data, which was 
collected keeping in mind the boundaries defined in the research design. 
Before the final survey, a pilot study was conducted to establish the factors 
and finalize the model through exploratory factor analysis (EFA). For the 
final survey, there were 382 respondents (after eliminating incomplete 
responses) after a couple of follow-ups through email, as a web-based tool 
was used for survey administration. 
The proposed models were tested through structural equation modeling 
using AMOS 16,0. After the model was modified, the model fit indices in 
terms of parsimonious model fit and explanatory power showed a very 
good mode[ fit (CMIN = 1.7.3, WI = .94, TLI = .93, CFI = .94, and 
RMSEA = .046) as discussed in Chapter 4. Among the hypothesized paths 
in the modified model, six paths were found to he significant and 
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theoretically justified. The paths from Growth, Job Security, Role Stress, 
Skill Variety, Organizational Support to Employee Engagement and the 
path from Employee Engagement to Intention to Quit were significant as 
per the research findings. While the analysis confirmed some of the 
theoretical assertions, it did not show any confir mation of the impact of 
leadership, supervisors, feedback, task significance, task identity. 
autonomy, role overload, colleagues, and rewards. The research process 
also raised questions about including vision as a factor, as vision was 
combined with leadership based on cross factor loadings and cross-
loadings, raising questions about its impact due to the nature of the 
organizations from which samples were drawn. Both the companies are 
very strong founder-led companies where the vision of the company and 
leadership are inseparable, as the vision of the company and leadership do 
appear in practice as inseparable. 
Another important finding from the study was the impact of role in 
employee engagement. This research failed to reject the null hypotheses 
that there is no significant difference in employee engagements scores 
between people managers and individual contributors. This is something 
we had seen in practice research but the researcher in the academic 
literature saw no evidence of the same. 
5.3 Significance and Implications of the Research 
The findings of the study as reported in Chapter 4 and summarized in 
Section 5.2 have several theoretical and managerial implications. This is 
the first time that a study of employee engagement, its antecedents, and 
intention to quit as an outcome variable has been done for the Indian IT 
industry. This study contributes not only to our knowledge of employee 
engagement as a construct, but also to the testing and validation of the 
UWES in the Indian market. 
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Creating a set of engaged employees is key to the success of any 
organization. This is especially true of human capital-intensive industries, 
such as the IT industry. The Indian IT industry is growing fast, and there is 
a huge amount Of scaling up the inciustr ha to do. In this context. 
knowing how to create engaged enlplov ees is going to he a key 
differentiator of organizations. Employee engagement is the extent to 
which an emplo%ee applies himself/herself at \%orh to meet both planned 
and unplanned situations. This study shows that discretionary efforts of 
employees are a result of engagement and engagement is beyond 
satisfaction. The emplu\ce who is willing to do more fear the firm is likely 
to help the firm in meeting any challenges. An organization that has a 
Mulch Of people who are willing to `_o beyond what is expected will 
weather any storm compared to other firms. 
5.3.1 Implications for Literature 
Employee engagement is a relativel\ new construct. and therefure, the 
number of studies that have looked at it empirically in terms of the 
variables that influence employee engagement (Saks. 2006) is limited. Few 
models (fear example. Mace\ & Schneider. 200. Maslach et al.. 2001: 
Saks. 2006) exist to Conceptualize antecedents and outcomes, and those 
models need to be further tested empirically in different regions and 
markets. Understanding what impacts employee engagement will provide 
opportunities for the employee engagement model to help in developing a 
new model of Human Resources Management i I IRD). While more studies 
as required to validate the findings here, this study has highlighted certain 
leverage points that can be used by HRD professionals to create engaged 
employee, and. in that process. reduce turnover intentions. From the 
regional perspective and industry perspective—a market where an ever-
greater number of professionals are taking up jobs in the IT industry, this, 
research makes a significant contribution to the literature in this area. 
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That a number of theoretical relationships proposed achieved empirical 
validation through this study would be of interest to academic practitioners. 
Numerous studies have suggested that higher levels of employee 
engagement significantly reduce turnover intention (Maslach et aL, 2001; 
Saks. 2006). This study corroborates it. Among the various antecedents and 
drivers of employee engagement, this study highlights growth of the 
employee as asignificant factor. The process of engaging employees has to 
have a growth dimension, as employees should he able to see themselves in 
a better role in the future. This study emphasises the necessity of enabling 
personal growth, and ensuring development opportunities (Hackman & 
Oldham, 1974) is an important part of work design in the first place. 
Hence, it is not surprising that skill variety has emerged as a significant 
antecedent of employee engagement. Skill variety contributes to the 
meaningfulness of the job, which is a key aspect of Kahn's (2000) model 
of employee engagement, Organizational support has been conceptualized 
in this study as defined by the Job Ucmands-Resources theory (Rothman 
et al.. 2006); it is the extent to which an organization values employee 
contributions and takes care of them. That organizational support 
contributes to building employee engagement has also been established in 
this research. Another contribution of this study is establishing job security 
as an important component of employee engagement. As per Stautenbiel 
and Konig (2010), without job security. there is a lack of trust and 
organizational commitment, which results in a negative relationship 
between the employees and the organization. Hence, it is no wonder that 
the lack of job security has an impact on employee engagement. Role stress 
is another factor that affects employee engagement. This again is not 
surprising given that empLoyce engagement is an antithesis of burnout 
(Maslach of at,, 2001). Further studies should cyamine this relationship, as 
the OWES scale used to measure employee engagement in this study is 
based on defining employee engagement as the antithesis of burnout yr 
absence of burnout in the first place. 
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One of the areas where this study was not able to find a significant 
relationship is supervisor support. the role of the supervisor is critical in 
an organization, as supervisors are agents of the organization and they have 
a significant impact on how employees perceive the work place. Gallup 
research gives a lot of credit to the supervisor for contributing to employee 
engagement, and hence, the relationship seen in this research is contrary to 
the literature (even though there aren't many empirical studies that look at 
the path from supervisor support to employee engagement). It is important 
to note here that in the Job-Demands-Resources model (Rolhmann et al., 
2006), supervisor support in not a separate factor but part of the 
organizational support dimension. Here. it is considered a separate factor 
based on how it loaded as a separate factor in the pilot study analysis. 
5.3.2 Implications for Practice/Managers 
The implications of this study for managers largely emerge from the 
practical insights into keeping employees engaged. The quantitative 
findings on factors that are significant in driving employee engagement can 
reduce the intention to quit, helping organizations to get the best from its 
human resources and build a strategic advantage over competition. Based 
on the findings of this study. organisations can build an environment where 
employees contribute more than what their role stipulates and hence 
contribute to the growth of the organization. Managing the growth of 
employees; ensuring skill variety, organizational support, and job security; 
and reducing role stress will help organizations to increase employee 
engagement levels. 
• Growth 
Offering personal growth and developmental opportunities is an 
important step in huilding engagement Organizations should invest 
in satisfying the growth needs of employees by helping them build 
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skills to perform their current roles better and to prepare for new 
opportunities within the organization. By its very nature. the IT 
industry expects employees to keep themselves constantly updated, 
and there should be efforts on the pmt of the organization to create 
those interventions. This should include opportunities to strengthen 
current knowledge, as well as to develop and learn new things. In 
addition to such opportunities, having the scope for career 
advancement through a well designed policy and clearly laid down 
career growth paths and the implementation of a fair and transparent 
promotion policy will help employees in achieving growth and in 
turn create engaged employees. II an employee gets adequate and 
timely opportunities for career growth and development, then the 
level of engagement is expected to be high. Providing that becomes 
a key challenge for organizations. 
• Skill Variety 
Skill variety deals with the extent to which it variety of skills is 
called for in doing one's job. It is evident from this research that 
employees in jobs that require a range of abilities to perform are 
more engaged employees. An important practical implication 
derived from this research is that creating roles that use all the skills 
people have (and help theta build new ones) is important to building 
an engaged work force. Project management opportunities, building 
cross-functional teams, rotational opportunities. all become 
important in this context. 
• Organizational Support 
The organication's concern for employees and their well-being is an 
important factor in employee engagement. Importance given to the 
opinions of employers is also a relevant factor here. Flexible work 
hours, periodic employee all hands, opportunity for employees to 
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ask questions, high touch programs by top management, employee 
support groups, employee well-being initiatives are all potential 
ways for management to show that there is organizational support 
for employees. 
Role Stress 
What is the extent of stress experienced by an employee because of 
his/her role? In an industry that is fast moving, employees are under 
constant pressure to perform and add value for the client, as well as 
innovate. Helping employees to cope with stress is important to 
build employee engagement. Stress management sessions, training 
to deal with work-life balance issues, and avenues to handle role 
related stress through peer support are all ways to have employees 
stay for longer. Role stress can lead to burnout, and tackling burnout 
issues will help in furthering employee engagement. 
• Job Security 
Low job security is unlikely to motivate an employee to go above 
and beyond their call of duty. The current research confirms that the 
absence of job security leads to lower employee engagement levels. 
In a fast-paced industry that expects employees to learn constantly, 
there is always the threat of losing one's job. Through effective 
human resource management that threat can be mitigated. Having a 
clear process around how an employee is asked to leave the 
company and having effective rc-deployment strategies as in 
progressive organizations ensure that the employee does not have to 
he constantly v-io lant and instead concentrate on contributing to the 
success of the organization. 
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• Intention to Quit 
Employee engagement reduces the voluntary intention of employees 
to quit an organization. This correlation has been seen in previous 
studies as discussed in sections 4.6 and 4.7. However, it has 
enormous managerial implications. For human resources specialists 
and the leadership of companies, especially for the Indian IT 
industry, retaining talent is it key struggle. Reducing employee 
intention to quit, therefore, has to be a focus for companies, and this 
research underlines its importance. Organizations should focus on 
making employees more engaged, as they contribute more in that 
process; in addition, they are less inclined to walk away from the 
organization. As atrrition of talent is a huge challenge by the 
industry, focusing on reducing the intention to quit by having 
strategies to engage employees more is a huge priority for the 
organization. 
In addition, it will be Imerestine to see what drives higher employee engagement 
scores for people managers. Whether it is the resources they handle or 
empowerment they have or their closeness to decision-making powers will have 
an implication on how we can manage people so that they are better engaged. 
5.4 Limitations of the Study 
Although employee engagement is an issue laced by every industry, this 
study has been deliberately delimited to one industry. In the absence of any 
locally relevant previous research in India, the theoretical framework 
needed to be defined. In addition, this research is limited to India alone. A 
key issue here is whether the theoretical insights gained from this research 
are limited to the current setting of the Indian IT industry. The insights are 
probably most appropriate for the context of the study, unless more studies 
arc conducted in this space in the region, as well as across industries. 
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Fun er, it was defined as part of the rescurch to study only one outcome 
variable of employee engagement, considering that this outcome variable is 
extremely important for the industry. Future research can look at more 
outcome variables of employee engagement. 
The study is also limited by the fact that the Utrecht Work Engagement 
Scale (UWES) for measuring employee engagement has not been used 
before in any known research in India. This scale has been extensively 
tested in Europe, and although the current study established the reliability 
and 'validity of the instrument, absence of previous studies in the region 
using this scale is a limitation of the study. It was evident dating the 
analysis of the survey that two of the constructs—leadership and vision—
were correlated, and discriminant validity could not be established possibly 
because the samples were drawn from strong founder-led oreanizationc-
Facebook and Google—where there is strong continuing involvement of 
the founder in shaping the vision of the company. This aspect of the 
samples drawn for this research could have had an impact on the study as 
the hypothesis about the impact of vision on employee engagement had to 
be dropped. 
The survey relies on respondents self-reported cross-sectional data rather 
than longitudinal data. Respondents' mental state when responding to the 
questionnaire could result in bias. The cross sectional approach also does 
not capture the changing situations and relationships between employers 
and employees over a period of time. especially when the industry is 
evolving quickly due to both micro and macro factors. 	- 
While acknowledging the limitations listed above, the research attempts to 
provide an effective model to understand the antecedents and drivers of 
employee engagement and suggest steps to help the industry tackle one of 
its biggest challenges—employee turnover—by building employee 
engagement. 
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5.5 Suggestions for Future Research 
The current research is focused on a specific iuclusur (IT industry) in a 
specific region iIndia). As an area not represented well in academic 
research, this study provides Some insights and directions tin• future 
research to international business academics. This research strives to take 
on a few challenges by defining a model of employee engagement and 
using a measuring scale not used before in the Indian context. This 
provides a solid foundation for researchers to look at related avenues. 
Several suggestions are made here for further research. 
1. The study took theoretical assertions from it developed country 
conte\t and applied them to an emerging market context. Further, 
the a'.ertions were applied to one of the most dynamic industries. 
While the study validates the proposed model of employee 
engagement, some of the Iinclings still need to he vcriiicdI hN Iull 	- 
up studies across industries and markets. 
2. Outcome variables other than the intention to quit need to he 
explored by future studies. Job involvement could he one such 
outcome variable as eneacecl employees are probably more involved 
in their jobs. Extstin.: theoretical models and studies in the 
developed world alreacl\ lwint to other outcomes of employee 
engagement. 
.. The Utrecht Work Eneaeentent Scale !OWES) needs to he 
replicated in other industries to examine how the factor loadings—
both exploiators as well as confirmatory—act in another industry. 
This will help establish the reliability and validity of the instrument 
further. Employee engagement as a construct too requires further 
careful evaluation to see if there are aspects of engagement not 
captured in vicour, dedication, and absorption. In this study. it 
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composite employee engagement measure was used because of the 
absence of discriminant validity and correlations, but more 
extensive use of the scale will provide greater insights into the 
construct of employee engagement and its measurement. 
4. In exploring the antecedents and drivers of employee engagement. 
this study has not examined the role played by personality factors. 
The relationship can be either mediating or moderating, but 
personality factors could have an impact on how different sets of 
people are engaged based on the antecedents identified in this study. 
A au(iy of employee engagement that take, into account personality 
as it nwderating or mediating variable could give more insights into 
employee engagement. refinimz the Construct ftnther. 
5. Finally, this study has n►udified and developed some construct 
measures, and all of them are found to he reliable and valid in the 
present context, but these are tentative unless verified and refined in 
it new research contest. In particular. the modifications of the Job 
Demands Resources Scale (JDRA . here the factors split into role-
stress construct and support-elf-supervisor construct, need further 
verification and maybe rrIirtwiient. Any research in it similar 
direction should include these measures to test them further for 
reliability and %alidit before conclusions are drawn. 
5.6 Conclusion 
TO conclude, this research has proI)osc ! a np1el of em plo\ ee enec!geinent 
in the Indian IT industry after reviewing the vinous existing employee 
engagement related literature. Further, the employee engagement model 
has been tested and validated, following the steps for defining model 
constructs, stating the relationships among these constructs, developing 
appropriate measures for the constructs. gathering data, and analyzing the 
data using established statistical meth(xloloeev. This research confirms that 
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engaged employees have lower intention to quit. This opens the way for 
further research in this area that Will help in understanding employee 
engagement better and taking appropriate steps to build better-engaged 
employees. Specifically, for the Indian IT industry, this research helps to 
reduce the actual turnover of employees—which is one of the biggest 
challenges faced by the iWclu`tr\—through appropriate interventions to 
build employee engagement further. Also, for the Measurement of 
employee engagement. OWES \k as tested and validated in an emerging,  
market context. 
I 6 I 
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APPENDIX A: QUESTIONNAIRE I'OR THE RESEARCH 
Dear Respondent 
Thank you for sparing your valuable time to respond to this questionnaire. 
This study is focused on relationships between certain organizational 
factors and your responses will be treated in strict confidence. This study 
will look at factors only at an aggregate level and the study is not specific 
to any organization, group or team. 
Please select the answer that most describes the perception. Do not 
leave any questions unanswered. 
When you finished responding to items on this page please click the 
'Next' button to save your responses and move to the next page. If any 
question on the page is unanswered the next page won't load, hence 
remember to answer all questions. 
I really appreciate your participation in this survey. If you have any 
additional questions about this survey, please email 
varghesemanoj@gmail.com or reach me at +91-9849495555. 
Thank You. 
Iterns: 
I . I share the vision of m% orkanir.ati n. 
2. I know where my organization is going. 
3. 1 identify myself with the vision cif my organization. 
4. 1 helieve that we have the right lop leadership. 
5. 1 trust the top leadership. 
6. We have the right top leadership. 
7. \-1v job requires nee to do many dlilTerent things at work. using a 
variety of m}' skills and talents. 
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8. My job requires me to use a number of complex or high-level skills. 
9. Mv,foh is neither simple nor repetitive. 
10. My job involves doing whole and identifiable piece of work with an 
obvious beeinnin~z and end. 
1 1 . In my job I have the chance to do an entire piece of work from 
beginning to end. 
12. MNI job provides me a chance to conlpletell finish the pieces of  
work I begin. 
1 3. The result of my job is likely to significantly affect the lives or well-
being of other people. 
14. This job is one where a lot of other people can be affected by how 
well the work gets done. 
15. My job itself is very significant or important in the broader scheme 
of things. 
16. This job permits me to decide on my own, how I Should go about 
doing the work. 
17. This job gives me considerable opportunity for independence and 
freedom in how I do the job. 
I S. My job gives me a chance to use my personal initiative or judgment 
in carrying out the job. 
19. Besides feedback from Ill\- peers. this job actually provides clues on 
how well I am doing my work. 
20. I work under time pressure. 
2 1.1 have to be attentive to mans things at the Sallee chile. 
22.1 have to give continuous attention to my work. 
23.1 have to remember many things in my work. 
24.1 am confronted with things in my work that affect me personally. 
25.1 have contact with difficult people III my work. 
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26. M\ Job puts nu in emotionally upsetting Situations. 
27. My job offers nie Opportunities for personal growth and 
development. 
28. My work gives me the feeling that I can achieve something. 
29.1 can count on my colleagues When I come across difficulties in my 
work. 
30. If necessary I can ask lily einleagucs for help. 
. 1. I get on well with my colleagues. 
32.1 can count on my supervisor when I come across difficulties in my 
work. 
33.1 Let on well with nl Supervisor. 
34. In nl\, work. I do feel appreciated by my supervisor. 
35. I know exactly what other people expect of nee in lily work. 
36.1 know exactly for what I and responsible. 
37. I do receive sufficient information of the results of my work. 
38.1 any kept adequately up-to-date about important issues within nl 
organization. 
39. The decision-making process in my organization is clear to me. 
40. It is clear to me to whom I should address specific problems within 
the organisation. 
41.1 can discuss work problems with lily direct supervisor. 
42.1 can participate in decisions about the nature of my work. 
43.1 have a direct im7ucnce on nl\ organization's decision.. 
44. I need to be More secure that I will still he working in one year 
time in this conlpam. 
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45. I need to he more secure that I will keep my current job in the next 
ear. 
46.1 need to he more secure that next year I will keep the same function 
level as currentl\. 
47.1 think that my organization pays good salaries. 
411.1 can live comfortably on my pay. 
49.1 think I am paid enough for the work I do. 
50. My job offers me the possibility to progress financially. 
51. Nly organization gives me opportunities to attend training courses. 
52. My job gives me the opportunity to he promoted. 
53.1 am likely to he working here this time ne\l year (Reverse) 
54.1 am likel\ to take steps during the ne \t \ ear to .core a juh at it 
different company. 
55.1 will probably look for a job elsewhere in the next year. 
56.1 will he with this company two \,ears from now (Reverse) 
Engagement: 
The follo%%ing 1 i tatefflent, are apt out h(M \ou led l at 's'. 	Please read 
each statement carefully and decide it \ou ever feel this way about \Our job. 
If you have never had this feeling, chose Never. If you have had this 
feelin`e, indicate how often you feel h\ choosing the response that best 
describes how frequently \ Ou feel that ww a\ 
Use the following guidelines as you work through the following questions 
Never = `'e\ er 
Almost ever = A few times it year or less 
Rarely = Once a month or less 
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Sometimes = A few times a month 
Often = Once a week 
Very Often = A few times a week 
Always = Everyday 
I. At my work. I feel bursting with energy. 
2. I find the work that I do. full of meaning and purpose. 
3. Time flies when Fm worklnLl. 
4. At nay job. I feel strong and vigorous. 
5. I am enthusiastic about m\ job. 
6. When I am working. I forget everything else around me. 
7. \Iv job inspires me. 
8. \Vhen I get up in the morning. I Feel like going to work. 
9. I feel happy when I am working intensely. 
O. I dill proud on the work that I (to. 
1 1.I and immersed in my work. 
12. I can continue working for very long periods at a time. 
3. To me. my jolt is challenging. 
14.I get carried away when I'm working. 
5. At my job. I am very resilient, mentally. 
16. It is difficult to detach myself from my job. 
17. At nly work I always persevere, even when things do not go well. 
Ertl 
Demographics: 
Age 
Under 22 
22 to 25 years 
26 to 30 years 
31 to 35 years 
Age 36 or older 
Gender 
Male 
Female 
l-ligghest degree of level of education completed 
Engineering (BTech. BE. NI Tech. ME etc.► 
Graduate Degree ( BA. B Sc. B Cum. BBA etc.) 
MBA or equivalent 
Masters/ Post Graduate Deeree 00A. NI Sr. NI Cam; etc.) 
Advanced Study after Masters de rec t Pill) etc.) 
Organization Role 
Individual Contributor 
People Manager 
Total working Experience 
Less than 1 year 
Over I year but less than 3 years 
Over 3 years but less than 5 \ears 
Over 5 years but less than 8 \ears 
Over 8 years 
Work Experience with Current Organization 
Less than I year 
Over I year but less than 3 \ears 
Over 3 years but less than 5 \ears 
Over 5 years but less than 5 )cars 
Over 8 years 
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APPENDIX B: EXPLORARTORY FACTOR ANALYSIS RESULTS 
Factor loadings and reliability values for constructs 
Variable 
Emcle
m Items Factor 	Reliability 
loadings 	(a) 
Vision I understand the vision of my organization. 0 445 	0.842 
V2 1 share the vision of my organization. 0.610 
V3 I know where my organization is going. 0.669 
_ 
~V4 I identify myself with the vision of my 
organization. 	_ 
I believe that we have the right top 
0.510 
0.930 	0.968 Leadership 
leadership. 
L2 I trust the top leadership. 0 
L3 Wehave the right top leadership.  0.921 
SVI My oh requires me to do many different 0.767 
things at work. using a variety of my skills 
and talents. Skill Variety 0 732 SV2 My job requires me to use a number of 0.810 
complex or hie~h-level skills. 
SV3 My jub is neither simple nor repetitive. 0.485 
T11 My job involves doing whole and 0.729 
identifiable piece of work with an obvious 
beginning and end. 
T12 
Task Identity 
In my job I have the chance to do an entire 
- 
0.6!  6 0.769 piece of work horn beginning to end. 
T13 My job provides me a chance to 0.695 
completely finish the pieces of work I 
be 	in. 
TSI The result of my job is likely to 0.849 
significantly affect the lives or well-being 
ofother people.  
Task 	TS2 This job is one where a lot of other people 0.531 	tl 811r~ 
significance can be affected by how well the work gets 
done. 
TS3 My job itself is very signiticant or 0.548 
important in the broader scheme of things. 
At This juh permits mu to decide on my own, 0.764 
_ how I should go about doinn!e work. 
A2 This job gives me consideruhle opportunity 0.801 
Autonomy 
for independence and freedom in how I do 
0.853 the job. 
A3 My job gives me a chance to use my 0.802 
personal initiative or judgment in curving 
FI 
out 	job. 
Besides feedback from my peers, this job 0.498 
actually provides clues on how well I am 
Feedback doing my work. 0.787 
F2 	Just doing my job, provides me many 0.404 
chances to figure out how well I am doings _ 
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F3 	After I finish my job, I know whether or 
not I have pertorrned well. 
0.456 
OI 	[have tin, much work to do. 0.601 
02 	1 work under lime 	ressure. 0.660 
03 I have to be auentivc to ninny thingsat the 0.842 
same time. 
04 I have to give continuous attention to my 0.893 
work. 
OS I have to remember many things in my 	0.808 
work.  
Overload 	06 1 am confronted with things in my work 	0.655 	0.798 
that affect me ier,kinlly. 
07 1 have contact with difficult people in my 	0.620 
work. 
08 My job puts me in emotionally upsetting 0.703 
situations. 
09 	I know exactly what other people expect of 0.598 
me in my work.   _ 
010 	1 know exactly for what I am responsible. 
Os 	1 After I tmish my job, I know whether or 
(1,469 
0.444 
not I have perfomied well. 
052 I can count on my supervisor when I come 0.779 
across difficulties In my work.  
0S3 I get on well with my supervisor. 0.805 
0S4 , In my work, I do feel appreciated by my 0.733 
su ervisor. 
OSS I know exactly what my direct supervisor 	OSO(I 
thinks ofyperformance. 
OS6 I do receive sufflciclit information on the 	0548 
Organisational purpose of my work. 	 0.897 support 0S7 	l do receive sufficient information of the 	0.589 
results of my work. 
OSS 	My direct supervisor informs me about 0.638 
important issues within my 
tcamlor ganization. 
OS9 I am kept adequately up-to-date about 0.677 
important issues within m 	organization. 
OS10 The decision-making process in my 0.749 
organization is clear to me. 
OS11 It is clear to me to whom I should address 0.738 
specific pblems within the organization. 
GWl This job is one where a lot of other people 0.607 
can be affected by how well the work gets 
done. 
Growth GW2 My job itself is very significant or 0.421 .702 im ortant in the broader scheme of things. 
GW3 	I have enough variety in my job. 0.461 
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Rewards 
r-- 
Intention to 
quit 
(;v4 My job offers me opportunities filr 0.542 
personal growth and development. 	- 
(;W5 Ni 	work `gives me the ICeling that I can 0.475 
achieve sllnlethln". 
(;Wt i My organization gives me opportunities to 0.539 
attend n'ainin 	cc►urscs. 
(;W7 My job gives me the opipartunitv to be  0.74O 
pnimuted. 
CL1 My job utters me the possibility of 0.753 
independent thought and action. _ 
('I,? I have freedom in carrying out my work 0.867 
activities. 
CL3 I have influence in the planning of illy 0.727 
work activities.  
C1.4 1 call participate in the decisions about 0.586 	0.794 
When it piece of work must be con leted. 
CL5 I can discuss work problem: with my 0.793 
direct supervisor. 
C1,6 I can participate In decisions about the 0.5 I6 
nature of ill\ - work.  
CL7 I have it direct influence on my 0.498 
organization s decisions. 
CG I I can count on ttiv colleagues when I come 0.765 
across difficulties in my \+ork.  
C(;2 If necessary I can ask m\ colleagues for 0.787 	0.813 
help. 
CG3 I get on well with m\' colleagues.  .680 
JS I I need to be more Secure that I will still be 0.872 
working in one year's time in this 
company. 
.IS2 I need to he more secure that I will keel) 0.881 0.923 nw cur ent job in the next year. 
JS3 I need to he more secure that next year 1 0.894 
will keep the same function level as 
Colleagues 
Job security 
currently. 
I think that my organization pays good 0.772 
salaries.  
I can It\'e comfortably on ill\ pa\. 0.828 
I think I and paid enough f~>r the work I do. 0.89? 0.816 
My .soh otters me the 1)Ossihility to 0.796 
progress financial)\'. 
I am likely to be \\rlrking here this time 0.467 
next \ear.  
I all) likely to take steps during the next 0.899 
ear to secure ajob at a different company. 	0.&)4 
I will probably look for it job elsewhere in 0.889 
the next \ear.  
I will he with this company five years from 0.406 
now. 
RW1'I 
1111' 2 
RW 3  
R«V4 
Q1 
Q2 
Q3 
Q4 
Control 
VI2 	At my Job, t (eel strong tf. and vigorous. 	0.739 
VU : When I get up in the morning, I feel like 0.784 
&oIng to work. Vfgoor 	V14 	I can continue working for very long 	0.524 0.829 (Engagement)    	,.__ 
V16 	At my work I always persevere, even when 	0.670 
things do not go well. 
DEI 	I find the work that Edo. full of meaning 	0.803 
and purpose. 
Dedication 	DE2 	I am enthusiastic about my job. 	 0.X61 0.919 (Engagement) 	DE3 	My job ins ires me. 	 0.810 
DE4 	I am proud on the work that I do. 	0.784 
DES 	To me, myjob is chullen in ~. 0.643 
ABI Time Flies when I'm workings 	0.791 
AB2 When I am workinn. I forget everything 	0.643 
Absurbtion 	else around Inc. 	_ 
gagement) 	AB3 	I feel happy when I ail) working intensely. 	0.687 0.815 AM 	am immersed in my work. 	 0.687 
ABS 	I get carried away when I'm working. 	0.600 
A86 	It is difficult to detach myself from my b. 	0.414 
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APPENDIX C: CFA rsIE ASUREMIEN"f MODEL DIAGRAM 
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. PPF;NI)IX D: ITERATION STEPS FOR BEST NIOI)EL FIT 
GW3, AB5, 
V16, V15, 
AB6, TI1, 
OS1, VI4, All SMC < 
OS5, TS3, OS4, SV3, 0.5 
Sample 	CFA Q4, 01 FD4 - SU4, AB3 - Q1, V2 - removed - 
Size 	Results Removed Removed Removed Removed FINAL 
382 	X2  4026.59 3740.96 2420.5 2022.63 1859.27 1859.27 
df  2243 2106 1424 1266 1103 1103 
x2 / df 1.80 1.776 1.7 1.677 1.686 1.686 
GFI  0.772 0.781 0.827 0.341 0.847 0.911 
AGFI  0.74 0.749 0.792 0.805 0.808 0.901 
RMR 0.061 0.056 0.047 0.044 0.042 0.042 
CFI 0.894 0.901 0.931 0.94 0.942 0.942 _ 
TLI 0.883 0.89 0.92 0.929 0.931 
IFI  0.896 0.903 0.932 0.941 0.943 
r_ 	0.931 
0.943 
NFI 0.792 0.779 0.85 0.865 0.871 0.912 
RMSEA 0.046 0.045 0.043 0.042 0.042 0.042 
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APPENDIX E: ABIOS OUTPUT: C1' A AND HYPOTHESES 
TESTING 
Analysis Summary 
Date and Time 
Date: Tuesday, May 28, 2013 
Time: 10:37:36 PM 
Title 
Manoj measurement model - so - 26 may - rl-rev: Tuesday, May 28, 2013 10:37 PM 
Notes for Group (Group number 1) 
The model is recursive. 
Sample size = 382 
Variable Summary (Group number 1) 
Your model contains the following variables (Group number 1) 
Observed, endogenous variables 
LD1 
LD2 
LD3 
SV1 
SV2 
T12 
T13 
TS1 
TS2 
Al 
98 
A3 
FD2 
FD3 
GW1 
GW2 
151 
152 
J53 
CG1 
CG2 
CG3 
RS1 
RS2 
RS3 
V12 
V13 
AB1 
AB2 
AB4 
02 
03 
04 
RW1 
RW2 
RW3 
RW4 
Q2 
Q3 
SU1 
SU2 
SU3 
OS2 
OS3 
DE1 
DE2 
DE3 
DE4 
VI]. 
DES 
Unobserved, endogenous variables 
VI 
AB 
DE 
Unobserved, exogenous variables 
LD 
I99 
e4 
e5 
e6 
sv 
e7 
e8 
TI 
ell 
e12 
TS 
e13 
e14 
A 
e16 
e17 
e18 
FD 
e19 
e20 
GW 
e22 
e23 
is 
e25 
e26 
e27 
CG 
e28 
e29 
e30 
RS 
e31 
e32 
e33 
e35 
e36 
e40 
e41 
e43 
0 
e47 
e48 
e49 
RW 
e50 
e51 
2(X) 
e52 
e53 
Q 
e55 
e56 
SU 
e58 
e59 
e60 
OS 
e63 
e64 
e67 
e68 
e69 
e70 
EE 
Res3 
Res4 
Res5 
e34 
e71 
Variable counts (Group number 1) 
Number of variables in your model: 
Number of observed variables: 
Number of unobserved variables: 
Number of exogenous variables: 
Number of endogenous variables: 
Parameter 
Summary 
(Group 
number 1) 
	
Weights 	Covanances 	variances 
Fixed 	71 0 	1 
Labeled 0 0 0 
Unlabeled 35 120 68 
Total 106 120 69 
12 
2 
50 
72 
69 
53 
Means intercepts Total 
0 
0 72 . 
0 0 0 
0 0 223 
0 0 295 
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Notes for Model (Default model) 
Computation of degrees of freedom (Default model) 
	
Number of distinct sample moments: 	1275 
Number of distinct parameters to be 
estimated: 	223 
Degrees of freedom (1275 - 223): 	1052 
Result (Default model) 
Minimum was achieved 
Chi-square = 1815.410 
Degrees of freedom = 1052 
Probability level = .000 
Estimates (Group number 1 - Default model) 
Scalar Estimates (Group number 1 - Default model) 
Maximum Likelihood Estimates 
Regression Weights: (Group number 1- Default 
model) 
Estimate 
DE <--- EE  0.92 
AB <--- EE 0.667 
VI <--- EE 0.765 
LD1 <--- LD 1 
LD2 <--- LD 0.931 
LD3 <--- LD 0.967 
SV1 <--- SV 1 
SV2 <--- SV 1.158 
T12 <--- TI 1.042 
T13 <--- TI 1 
T51 <--- TS 1 
TS2 <--- TS 0.845 
Al <--- A 1 
A2 <--- A 1.224 
A3 <--- A 1.047 
FD2 <--- FD 1 
FD3 <--- FD 0.876 
GW1 <--- GW 1 
GW2 <--- GW 1.138 
S.E. C.R. P Label 
0.048 19.093 "' par_123 
0.047 14.208 par_124 
0.044 17.54 ' ' ' par_125 
0.031 29.996 par_1 
0.034 28.753 ' " par_2 
0.083 13.991 ' 	' 	' par_3 
0.092 11.28 "' par_4 
0.071 11.874 "' par_5 
0.077 16.826 "' par_6 
0.069 15.153 '' par_7 
0.08 10.98 ' ' ' par_8 
0.098 11.596 " par_9 
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351 <--- JS 
 1  - 	- 
J52 <--- JS 1.11 0.043 26.005 `*" par_10 
J53 <--- JS 0.936 0.042 22.17 ,..* par_ll 
CG1 <--- CG 1 
CG2 <--- CG 0.999 0.051 19.452 par_12 
CG3 <--- CG 1.156 0.059 19.55 par_13 
RS1 <--- RS 1 
RS2 <--- RS 1.026 0.093 11.029 par_14 
RS3 <--- RS 1.112 0.101 10.959 "' par_15 
V12 <--- VI 1.183 0.063 18.894 -' par_16 
V13 <--- VI 1.352 0.077 17.521 '"* par_17 
AB1 <--- AB 1 
AB2 <--- AB 1.158 0.08 14.54 •'' par_18 
AB4 <--- AB 1.131 0.073 15.519 "' par_19 
02 <--- 0 0.943 0.064 14.652 ' *' par_20 
03 <--- 0 0.829 0.059 14.082 '" par_21 
04 <--- 0 1 
RW1 <--- RW 1 
RW2 <--- RW 0.915 0.045 20.214 '" par_22 
RW3 <--- RW 1.032 0.049 21.231 "' par 23 
RW4 <--- RW 0.877 0.046 19.053 ' " par_24 
Q2 <--- Q 1 
Q3 <--- Q 1.064 0.039 27.087 '' * par_25 
SU 1 <--- SU 1 
SU2 <--- SU 	i 0.995 0.044 22.364 '' ' par_26 
SU3 <--- SU 0.975 0.049 19.744 par_27 
OS2 <--- OS 1 
053 <--- OS 0.858 0.073 11.756 "' par_28 
DE1 <--- DE 1 
DE2 <--- DE 1.104 0.048 23.019 "' par_29 
DE3 <--- DE 1.138 0.053 21.277 "' par_30 
DE4 <--- DE 1.071 0.056 18.973 ' " ' par_31 
Vii <--- VI 1 
DES <--- DE 0.996 0.061 16.347 ' "' par_140 
Significant at < 0.01% 
Standardized Regression Weights: (Group number 1- Default 
model) 
Estimate 
DE <--- EE 0.987 
AB <--- EE 0.857 
VI <--- EE 0.973 
LD1 <--- LD 0.941 
LD2 <--- LD 	I 0.908 
LD3 <--- LD 0.893 
SV1 <--- SV 0.809 
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SV2 <--- SV 0.824 
Tl2 <--- TI 0.807 
T13 <--- TI 0.856 
TS1 <--- TS 0.845 
TS2 <--- TS 0.802 
Al <--- A 0.715 
A2 <--- A 0.907 
A3 < A 0.831 
FD2 <--- FD 0.766 
FD3 <--- FD 0.808 
G W 1 <--- GW 0.721 
GW2 <--- GW 0.879 
JS1 <--- JS 0.861 
JS2 <--- JS 0.967 
JS3 <--- is 0.853 
CG1 <--- CG 0.783 
CG2 <--- CG 0.904 
CG3 < CG 0.911 
RS1 <--- RS 0.734 
RS2 <--- RS 0.729 
RS3 <--- RS 0.714 
V12 <--- VI 0.854 
V13 <--- VI 0.807 
AB1 <--- AB 0.753 
AB2 <--- AB 0.768 
AB4 <--- AB 0.822 
02 <--- 0 0.812 
03 <--- 0 0.753 
04 <--- 0 0.806 
RW1 <--- RW 0.856 
RW2 <--- RW 0.839 
RW3 <--- RW 0.867 
RW4 <--- RW 0.808 
Q2 < Q 0.941 
Q3 <--- Q 0.988 
SU1 <--- SU 0.866 
SU2 <--- SU 0.904 
SU3 <--- SU 0.821 
052 <--- 05 0.739 
OS3 <--- OS 0.73 
DE1 <--- DE 0.83 
DE2 <--- DE 0.908 
DE3 <--- DE 0.867 
DE4 <--- DE 0.806 
VII <--- VI 0.793 
DE5 <--- DE 0.728 
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Covariances: (Group number 1- Default model) 
Estimate S.E. C.R. P Label 
A <--> FD 0.12 0.03 3.931 *** par_32 
A <--> GW 0.151 0.029 5.111 *** par_33 
FD <--> GW 0.161 0.032 5.031 *** par_34 
A <--> iS -0.06 0.042 -1.445 0.149 par_35 
FD <--> iS -0.017 0.045 -0.369 0.712 par_36 
GW <--> iS -0.098 0.041 -2.389 0.017 par_37 
A <--> CG 0.102 0.027 3.841 * * * par_38 
FD <--> CG 0.089 0.029 3.137 0.002 par_39 
GW <--> CG 0.152 0.028 5.357 *** par_40 
1S <--> CG -0.1 0.041 -2.469 0.014 par_41 
A <--> RS -0.042 0.032 -1.328 0.184 par_42 
FD <--> RS -0.095 0.035 -2.681 0.007 par_43 
GW <--> RS 0.016 0.031 0.506 0.613 par_44 
1S <--> RS 0.129 0.051 2.537 0.011 par_45 
CG <--> RS 0.021 0.031 0.7 0.484 par_46 
A <--> 0 0.02 0.031 0.668 0.504 par_47 
FD <--> 0 0.087 0.034 2.559 0.01 par_48 
GW <--> 0  -0.042 0.03 -1.396 0.163 par_49 
1S <--> 0 0.046 0.048 0.946 0.344 par_50 
CG <--> 0 0.004 0.03 0.144 0.885 par_51 
RS <--> 0 0.024 0.037 0.659 0.51 par_52 
A <--> RW  0.12 0.038 3.159 0.002 par_53 
FD <--> RW 0.152 0.042 3.644 * * * par_54 
GW <--> RW 0.165 0.039 4.275 *** par_55 
iS <--> RW -0.086 0.058 -1.486 0.137 par_56 
CG <--> RW 0.197 0.038 5.165 *** par_57 
RS <--> RW 0.005 0.044 0.107 0.915 par_58 
0 <--> RW -0.079 0.043 -1.819 0.069 par_59 
A <--> SU 0.202 0.037 5.43 * * * par_60 
GW <--> SU 0.217 0.038 5.732 *** par_61 
1S <--> SU -0.143 0.054 -2.645 0.008 par_62 
CG <--> SU 0.294 0.039 7.611 *** par_63 
RS <--> SU -0.055 0.041 -1.338 0.181 par_64 
0 <--> SU 0.045 0.04 1.127 0.26 par_65 
RW ---> SU 0.23 0.049 4.644 *** par_66 
A <--> 05 0.183 0.036 5.038 * * * par_67 
FD <--> OS 0.292 0.043 6.716 *** par_68 
GW <--> 05 0.27 0.041 6.621 *** par_69 
is <--> IDS -0.088 0.052 -1.675 0.094 par_70 
CG <--> OS 0.226 0.036 6.225 * * * par_71 
RS <--> O5 -0.048 0.04 -1.211 0.226 par_72 
_ i 	-0.066 0.039 -1.705 0.088 par_73 
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RW <--> OS 0.349 0.053 6.637 *"* par_74 
SU <--> 05 0.285 0.047 6.063 ' * * par_75 
TI <--> A 0.257 0.04 6.409 `** par_76 
TI <--> FD 0.205 0.041 5.012 * * * par_77 
TI <--> GW 0.137 0.036 3.85 *** par_78 
TI <--> 1S -0.098 0.054 -1.803 0.071 par_79 
TI <--> CG 0.112 0.034 3.29 0.001 par_80 
TI <--> RS -0.016 0.041 -0.376 0.707 par_81 
TI <--> 0 0.116 0.041 2.833 0.005 par_82 
TI <--> RW 0.132 0.049 2.702 0.007 par_83 
TI <--> SU 0.244 0.047 5.184 `** par_84 
TI <--> OS 0.193 0.046 4.228 ' ` * par_85 
TS <--> A 0.265 0.042 6.34 "* par_86 
TS <--> FD 0.14 0.041 3.432 *** par_87 
TS <--> GW 0.188 0.039 4.837 *'* par_88 
TS <--> 1S 0.069 0.057 1.218 0.223 par_89 
TS <--> CG 0.09 0.035 2.564 0.01 par_90 
TS <--> RS 0.115 0.044 2.608 0.009 par_91 
TS <--> 0 0.071 0.042 1.673 0.094 par_92 
TS <--> RW 0.104 0.051 2.047 0.041 par_93 
TS <--> SU 0.146 0.047 3.091 0.002 par_94 
TS <--> OS 0.183 0.047 3.869 "* par_95 
TI <--> TS 0.212 0.049 4.303 "* par_96 
SV <--> TI 0.264 0.043 6.095 '"* par_97 
SV <--> TS 0.353 0.048 7.345 ' `" par_98 
SV <--> A 0.281 0.038 7.486 "* par_99 
SV <--> FD 0.138 0,034 4.03 *** par_100 
SV <--> GW 0.172 0.033 5.232 "* par_101 
SV <--> iS -0.085 0.047 -1.798 0.072 par_102 
SV <--> CG 0.099 0.03 3.352 *** par_103 
SV <--> RS 0.063 0.036 1.731 0.083 par_104 
SV <--> 0 0.11 0.036 3.095 0.002 par_105 
SV <--> RW 0.166 0.043 3.859 * ` * par_106 
SV <--> SU 0.15 0.04 3.807 "* par_107 
SV <--> OS 0.168 0.04 4.254 *** par_108 
SV <--> Q -0.164 0.047 -3.509 "* par_109 
TI <--> Q -0.114 0.053 -2.153 0.031 par_110 
TS <--> Q -0.134 0.056 -2.415 0.016 par_111 
A <--> Q -0.188 0.043 -4.41 * * * par_112 
FD <--> Q -0.119 0.044 -2.685 0.007 par_113 
GW <--> Q -0.206 0.043 -4.798 "* par_114 
iS <--> Q 0.353 0.067 5.237 "* par_115 
CG <--> Q -0.101 0.039 -2.577 0.01 par_116 
RS <--> Q 0.197 0.051 3.887 ' * * par_117 
0 <--> Q 0.04 0.047 0.844 0.399 par_118 
RW <--> Q  -0.215- 0.058 -3.722 *** par_119 
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Q <--> SU - 	-0.258 0.054 -4.775 "*" par_120 
Q <--> 05 -0.286 0.054 -5.246 *** par_121 
FD <--> SU 0.251 0.042 6.038 *** par_122 
Sv <--> EE 0.371 0.043 8.69 *** par_126 
EE 0.301 0.049 6.112 * * * pas_127 
TS <--> EE 0.314 0.052 6.083 **` par_128 
A <--> EE 0.293 0.039 7.496 * * * par_129 
FD <--> EE 0.262 0.042 6.214 * * * par_130 
GW <--> EE 0.351 0.041 8.503 *** par_131 
1S <--> EE -0.27 0.059 -4.553 "*" par_132 
CG <--> EE 0.21 0.037 5.735 "** par_133 
RS <--> EE -0.063 0.046 -1.382 0.167 par_134 
0 <--> EE 0.054 0.044 1.226 0.22 par_135 
RW <--> EE 0.304 0.052 5.806 **" par_136 
Q <--> EE -0.48 0.057 -8.468 *** par_137 
SU <--> EE 0.322 0.048 6.741 *** par_138 
OS <--> EE 0.412 0.048 8.561 *** par_139 
LD <--> A 0.153 0.037 4.181 *** par_141 
LD <--> SV 0.169 0.041 4.132 *** par_142 
LD <--> TI 0.085 0.046 1.852 0.064 par_143 
LD <--> TS 0.183 0.049 3.73 * * * par_144 
LD <--> FD 	1 0.109 0.039 2.823 0.005 par_145 
LD <--> GW 0.153 0.036 4.23 * * - par_146 
LD <--> iS -0.113 0.055 -2.047 0.041 par_147 
LD <--> CG 0.173 0.035 4.872 *** par_148 
LD <--> RS -0.06 0.042 -1.418 0.156 par_149 
LD <--> 0 -0.041 0.041 -1.006 0.314 par_150 
LD <--> RW 0.196 0.05 3.911 ""* par_151 
LD <--> Q -0.265 0.055 -4.787 *** par_152 
LD <--> SU 0.187 0.046 4.071 *** par_153 
LD <--> OS  0.311 0.049 6.407 *** par_154 
LD <--> EE 0.242 0.049 4.902 *** par_155 
Correlations- (Group number 1- Default model) 
Estimate 
A <--> FD 0.26 
A <--> GW 0.355 
FD <--> GW 0.374 
A <--> is -0.081 
FD <--> is -0.022 
GW <--> iS -0.142 
A <--> CG 0.23 
FD <--> CG 0.198 
GW <--> CG 0.365 
11 --_-°"- 
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A <--> RS -0.083 
FD <--> RS -0.184 
GW <--> RS 0.033 
JS <--> RS 0.155 
CG <--> RS 0.043 
A <--> 0 0.04 
FD <--> 0 0.167 
GW <--> 0 -0.087 
JS <--> 0 0.054 
CG <--> 0 0.008 
RS <--> 0 0.042 
A <--> RW 0.186 
FD <--> RW 0.233 
GW <--> RW 0.274 
IS <--> RW -0.082 
CG <--> RW 0.312 
RS <--> RW 0.007 
0 <--> RW -0.108 
A <--> SU 0.342 
GW <--> SU 0.395 
JS <--> SU -0.148 
CG <--> SU 0.509 
RS <--> SU -0.083 
0 <--> SU 0.067 
RW <--> SU 0.275 
A <--> OS 0.361 
FD <--> OS 0.567 
GW <--> OS 0.568 
JS <--> OS -0.106 
CG <--> OS 0.454 
RS <--> OS -0.085 
0 <--> OS -0.115 
RW <--> OS 0.485 
SU <--> OS 0.433 
TI <--> A 0.45 
TI <--> FD 0.354 
TI <--> GW 0.257 
TI <--> JS -0.105 
TI <--> CG 0.2 
TI <--> RS -0.024 
TI <--> 0 0.179 
TI <--> RW 0.163 
TI <--> SU 0.33 
TI <--> OS 0.301 
TS <--> A 0.446 
TS <--> FD 0.232 
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TS <--> GW 0.338 
TS <--> iS 0.071 
TS <--> CG 	 j 0.155 
TS <--> RS 0.173 
TS <--> 0 0.105 
TS <--> RW 0.123 
TS <--> SU 0.189 
TS <--> 05 0.275 
TI <--> TS 0.284 
SV <--> TI  0.43 
SV <--> TS 0.553 
SV <--> A 	! 0.576 
SV <--> FD 0.279 
GW 0.377 
SV <--> 1S -0.106 
SV <--> CG 0.207 
SV <--> RS 0.114 
SV <--> 0 0.199 
SV <--> RW 0.241 
SV <--> SU 0.238 
SV <--> OS 0.307 
SV <--> Q -0.21 
TI <--> Q -0.124 
TS <--> Q -0.141 
A <--> Q -0.258 
ED <--> Q -0.162 
GW <--> Q -0.303 
1S <--> Q 0.297 
CG <--> Q -0.142 
RS <--> Q 0.241 
0 <--> Q 0.048 
RW <--> Q -0.208 
Q <--> SU -0.274 
Q <--> OS -0.351 
FD <--> SU 0.421 
SV <--> EE 0.513 
TI <--> EE 0.355 
TS <--> EE 0.356 
A <--> EE 0.435 
FD <--> EE 0.384 
GW <--> EE 0.557 
iS <--> EE -0.246 
CG <--> EE 0.318 
RS <--> EE -0.083 
0 <--> EE 0.071 
RW <--> EE 0.318 
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Q - -- 	 < _> 	-- EE  -0.444 
SU <--> EE 0.369 
OS <--> EE 0.546 
LD <--> A 0.246 
LD <--> SV 0.253 
LD <--> TI 0.1091 
LD <--> TS 0.225 
LD <--> FD 0.174 
LD <--> GW 0.264 
LD <--> 1S -0.112 
LD <--> CG 0.284 
LD <--> RS -0.086 
LD <--> 0 -0.058 
LD <--> RW 0.223 
LD <--> Q -0.267 
LD <--> SU 0.233 
LD <--> OS 0.448 
LD < > EE 0.263 
Variances: (Group number 1- Default model) 
Estimate S.E. C.R. P Label 
EE 1 
LD 0.847 0.07 12.054 *** par_156 
SV 0.525 0.062 8.472 * * * par_157 
TI 0.719 0.088 8.139 ' par_158 
TS 0.779 0.094 8.266 "" par_159 
A 0.454 0.059 7.698 "' par_160 
FD 0.465 0.064 7.32 *" par_161 
GW 0.397 0.056 7.092 *** par_162 
is 1.211 0.117 10.332 **' par_163 
CG 0.436 0.049 8.89 " par_164 
RS 0.572 0.08 7.124 '*' par_165 
0 0.585 0.068 8.611 '" par_166 
RW 0.911 0.09 10.151 '** par_167 
Q 1.165 0.101 11.487 *** par_168 
SU 0.764 0.074 10.268 "` par_169 
OS 0.569 0.078 7.326 ' par_170 
Res3 0.033 0.016 2.026 0.043 par_171 
Res4 0.16 0.027 5.836 "' par_172 
ResS 0.023 0.018 1.268 0.205 par_173 
e4 0.109 0.016 6.703 "" par_174 
e5 0.157 0.017 9.312 "' par_175 
e6 0.202 0.02 10.159 *'* par_176 
e7 0.277 0.036 7.783 "* par_177 
e8 0.332 0.046 7.186 "' par_178 
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ell 0.417 0.068 6.163 *"* par_179 
e12 0.263 0.059 4.457 *** par_180 
e13 0.313 0.06 5.18 *** par_181 
e14 0.309 0.046 6.735 *** par_182 
e16 0.434 0.036 11.976 *** par_183 
e17 0.146 0.026 5.724 **' par_184 
e18 0.223 0.024 9.356 * * * par_185 
e19 0.327 0.043 7.567 *** par_186 
e20 0.19 0.031 6.13 *** par_187 
e22 0.366 0.039 9.497 *** par_188 
e23 0.151 0.038 3.998 *** par_189 
e25 0.424 0.04 10.602 *** par_190 
e26 0.104 0.032 3.228 0.001 par_191 
e27 0.399 0.037 10.895 *`* par_192 
e28 0.276 0.023 11.792 *" par_193 
e29 0.097 0.013 7.365 **" par_194 
e30 0.12 0.017 6.96 *** par_195 
e31 0.491 0.055 8.893 **' par_196 
e32 0.53 0.059 9.01 *** par_197 
e33 0.679 0.072 9.424 *** par_198 
e35 0.319 0.03 10.52 *** par_199 
e36 0.603 0.052 11.648 *** par_200 
e40 0.463 0.042 11.129 **" par_201 
e41 0.566 0.052 10.86 *' * par_202 
e43 0.373 0.039 9.483 * *' par_203 
e47 0.27 0.033 8.198 **' par_204 
e48 0.307 0.03 10.08 *** par_205 
e49 0.315 0.038 8.39 * * * par_206 
e50 0.331 0.033 9.954 **` par_207 
e51 0.32 0.031 10.479 * * * par_208 
e52 0.32 0.033 9.563 *** par_209 
e53 0.373 0.033 11.204 *`* par_210 
eS5 0.151 0.038 3.997 * * * par_211 
e56 0.032 0.041 0.782 0.434 par_212 
e58 0.255 0.028 9.194 *'" par_213 
e59 0.169 0.024 7.208 *** par_214 
e60 0.352 0.033 10.772 *" par_215 
e63 0.473 0.052 9.123 *" par_216 
e64 0.368 0.039 9.41 * * * par_217 
e67 0.393 0.032 12.137 *** par_218 
e68  0.225 0.022 10.189 *" par_219 
e69 0.373 0.032 11.513 `"' par_220 
e70 0.537 0.043 12.409 *S*  par_221 
e34 0.364 0.031 11.871 *1* par_222 
e71 0.766 0.059  12.963 * * * par_223 
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Squared Multiple Correlations: (Group number 1- Default model) 
Estimate 
DE 0.974 
AB 0.735 
VI 0.947 
DES 0.53 
Vii 0.629 
DE4 0.65 
DE3 0.751 
DE2 0.825 
DE 1 0.689 
053 0.532 
0S2 0.546 
SU3 0.674 
SU2 0.817 
SU1 0.75 
Q3 0.976 
Q2 0.885 
RW4 0.653 
RW3 0.752 
RW2 0.705 
RW1 0.733 
04 0.65 
03 0.567 
02 0.659 
AB4 0.675 
AB2 0.589 
AB1 0.567 
V13 0.652 
V12 0.73 
RS3 0.51 
RS2 0.532 
RS1 0.538 
CG3 0.829 
CG2 0.818 
CG1 0.613 
JS3 0.727 
J52 0.935 
JS1 0.741 
GW2 0.773 
GW 1 0.52 
FD3 0.653 
FD2 0.587 
A3 0.691 
A2  0.823 
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Al 
TS2 
TS1 
TI3 
T12 
SV2 
SV1 
LD3 
LD2 
LD1 
0.511 
0.643 
0.713 
0.733 
0.652 
0.68 
0.654 
0.797 
0.824 
0.886 
Model Fit Summary 
CMIN 
Model NPAR CMIN DF 
Default model 223 1815.41 1052 
Saturated model 1275 0 0 
Independence model 50 13875.115 1225 
CMIN/ 
P 	DF 
0 	1.726 
0 	11.327 
RMR, GFI 
Model   RMR 
Default model 0.046 
Saturated model 0 
Independence model 0.292 
Baseline Comparisons 
-- 	-- 	- 
NFI 
Model Delta 1 
Default model 0.869 
Saturated model 1 
Independence model 0 
Parsimony-Adjusted Measures 
Model 	 i PRATIO 
Default model 0.859 
Saturated model 0 
Independence model 1 
	
GFI 	AGFI 	PGFI 
0.844 	0.811 	0.696 
1 
0.227 	0.196 	0.218 
RFI 
rho1 
	
Delta2 	rho2 
	
CFI 
0.848 
	
0.94 0.93 
	
0.94 
1 
	
1 
0 
	
0 
	
0 
PNFI 	PCFI 
0.746 
	
0.807 
0 0 
0 
	
0 
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NCP 
Model  NCP L090 H190 _ 
Default model 763.41 649.173 885.49 
Saturated model 0 0 0 
13032.19 
Independence model 12650.115 12274.506 8 
FMIN 
Model FMIN FO L090 F1190 
Default model 4.765 2.004 1.704 2.324 
Saturated model 0 D 0 0 
Independence model  36.418  33.202 32217 34.205 
RMSEA 
LO 90 _ HI90 _ PCLOSE 
t LE RMSEA 0.044 004 0.047 0.999 ndence model 0.165 0.162 0.167 0 
AIC 
Model AIC BCC SIC CAIC 
Default model 2261.41 2330.337 3141.239 3364.239 
Saturated model 2550 2944.091 7580411 8855 411. 
14172.38 14222.38 
Indepelndence model 13975.115 13990.559 6 6 
ECVI 
Model ECVI LO 90 HI 90 MECVI 
Default model 5.935 5.636 6.256 6.116 
Saturated model 6.693 6.693 6.693 /.727 
Independence model 36.68 35,694 37.683 36.721 
HOELTER 
HOELTER HOELTER 
Models 0.05 0.01 
Default model 237 244 
Independence model 36 37 
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ANTOS OUTPUT FOR HYPOTHESIS TESTING 
Notes for Model (Default model) 
Computation of degrees of freedom (Default model) 
	
Number of distinct sample moments 	1275 
Number of distinct parameters to be estimated 209 
Degrees of freedom (1275-209) 
	
1066 
Result (Default model) 
Minimum was achieved 
Chi-square = 1866.128 
Degrees of freedom = 1066 
Probability level = .000 
Estimates (Group number 1- Default model) 
Scalar Estimates (Group number 1 - Default 
model) 
Maximum Likelihood Estimates 
Regression Weights: (Group number 1- Default model) 
Estimate S.E. C.R. P Label 
EE <--- 	ID -0.033 0.043 -0.754 0.451 par_124 
EE <--- 	A 0.058 0.074 0.787 0.431 par_125 
EE <--- 	FD -0.015 0.088 -0.173 0.863 par_126 
EE < 	 GW_ 0.309 0.083 3.737 par_127 
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EE <-- J5 -0.102 0032 -3.225 0.001 par_128 
EE <- CG -0.006 0.067 -0.094 0.925 par_129 
EE <- RS -0.092 0.054 -1.719 0.086 par 130 
EE <- 0 0.076 0.052 1.453 0.146 par 131 
EE <- RW 0.034 0.043 0.778 0.437 par_132 
EE <- SU 0.032 0.052 0.619 0.536 par_133 
EE <- 05 0.275 0.113 2.436 0.015 par_134 
EE <-- TS 0.047 0.054 0.867 0.386 par 135 
EE <- TI 0.026 0,052 0.494 0.621 par_136 
EE <-- SV 0.251 0.082 3.059 0.002 par 137 
Q <- EE -0.646 0.076 -8.443 '** par_138 
DE <--- EE 1.193 0.071 16234 '*` par_139 
AB <-- EE 0.868 0.065 13.294 *"* par_140 
VI <-- EE 1 
L01 <-- LD 1 
LD2 <--- LD 0.932 0.031 29.931 *** par 1 
103 <-- LD 0.967 0.034 28.845 *"* par_2 
SVl <- SV 1 
SV2 <-- SV 1.156 0.085 13.528 *** par _3 
T12 <-- TI 1.054 0.103 10.262 *** par _4 
T13 c--- TI 1 
751 <--- TS I 
TS2 < 	- TS 0.845 0.074 11.398 *** par_5 
Al <-- A 1 
AZ <-- A 1.221 0.077 15.855 "** par 6 
A3 <--- A 1.049 0.07 15.008 '*' par 7 
FD2 <--- FD 1 
FD3 0-- FD 0.871 0.03 9.66 '*` par_8 
G W] <--- GW 1 
GW2 <-- GW 1.14 0103 11.038 *** par 9 
ISI <-- JS 1 - 
JS2 <-. JS 1.112 0.043 25.991 "'" par_10 
J53 <--- JS 0.938 0.042 22.106 "" par 11 
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-- ---- 
CG1 
- 	- - <--- CG 
- 	- 
1 
CG2 <--- CG 1 0.051 19.485 "` par_12 
CG3 <--- CG 1.155 0.06 19.364 * * * pac_13 
RS1 <--- RS 1 
RS2 <--- RS 1.024 0.095 10.757 *" par_14 
RS3 <--- RS 1.1 0.102 10.773 ""' par_15 
V12 <--- VI 1.183 0.062 19.145 * *' par_16 
V13 <--- VI 1.355 0.079 17.068 *'* par_17 
AB1 <--- AB 1 
AB2 <--- AB 1.156 0.08 14.447 *** par_18 
AB4 <--- AB 1.127 0.074 15.13 *** par_19 
02 <--- 0 0.943 0.064 14.748 *** par_20 
03 <--- 0 0.829 0.059 14.031 * * * par_21 
04 <--- 0 1 
RW1 <--- RW 1 
RW2 <--- RW 0.916 0.046 20.041 ' * * par_22 
RW3 <--- RW 1.032 0.048 21.46 '`" par_23 
RW4 <--- RW 0.877 0.046 18.888 "* par_24 
Q2 <--- Q 1 
Q3 <--- Q 1.054 0.048 22.058 "* par_25 
Sul <--- SU 1 
SU2 <--- SU 0.994 0.044 22.493 *** par_26 
SU3 <--- SU 0.974 0.05 19.494 *** par_27 
052 <--- OS 1 
0S3 <--- OS 0.863 0.077 11.282 * * ` par_28 
DE1 <--- DE 1 
DE2 <--- DE 1.105 0.048 22.853 ""* par_29 
DE3 <--- DE 1.138 0.053 21.291 "* * par_30 
DE4 <--- DE 1.069 0.056 18.93 `* * par_31 
Vii <--- Vi 1 
DES <--- DE 0.994 0.061 16.294 * * * par_110 
Standardized Regression Weights: (Group number 1- Default model) 
Estimate_ 
EE <--- LD -0.039 
EE <--- A 0.051 
EE <--- FD -0.014 
EE <--- GW 0.253 
EE <--- iS -0.147 
EE <--- CG -0.005 
EE <--- RS -0.091 
EE <--- 0 0.075 
EE <--- RW 0.042 
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EE <--- SU 0.037 
EE <--- OS 0.269 
EE <--- TS 0.054 
EE <--- TI 0.028 
EE <--- SV 0.237 
q <--- EE -0.457 
DE <--- EE 0.982 
AB <--- EE 0 855 
VI <--- EE 0.978 
LD1 <--- LD 0.941 
LD2 <--- LD 0.908 
LD3 <--- LO 0.892 
SV1 <--- SV 0.81 
SV2 <--- SV 0.824 
TI2 <--- TI 0.812 
T13 <--- TI 0.851 
TS1 <--- TS 0.845 
TS2 <--- TS 0.802 
Al <--- A 0.715 
A2 <--- A 0.905 
A3 <--- A 0.833 
FD2 <--- FD 0.769 
FD3 <--- FD 0.806 
GW1 <--- GW 0.721 
GW2 <--- GW 0.88 
JS1 <--- is 0.859 
JS2 <--- is 0.968 
JS3 <--- is 0.853 
CG1 <--- CG 0.782 
CG2 <--- CG 0.906 
CG3 <--- CG 0.91 
RS1 <--- RS 0.737 
RS2 <--- RS 0.731 
RS3 <--- RS 0.71 
V12 <--- VI 0.854 
V13 <--- VI 0.808 
AB1 <--- AB 0.754 
AB2 <--- AB 0.768 
AB4 <--- AB 0.82 
02 <--- 0 0.812 
03 <--- 0 0.753 
04 <--- 0 0.806 
RW1 <--- RW 0.856 
RW2 <--- RW 0.84 
RW3 <--- RW 0.867 
RW4 <--- RW 0.808 
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Q2 <--- Q 0.945 
Q3 <--- Q 0.983 
SU1 <--- SU 0.866 
SU2 <--- SU 0.904 
SU3 <--- SU 0.82 
OS2 <--- OS 0.737 
0S3 <--- OS 0.732 
DE1 <--- DE 0.83 
DE2 <--- DE 0.909 
DE3 <--- DE 0.867 
DE4 <--- DE 0.805 
Vii <--- VI 0.792 
DE5 <--- DE 0.727 
Covariances: (Group number 1 - Default model) 
Estimate S.E. C.R. P Label 
A <--> FD 0.12 0.03 3.953 *** par_32 
A <--> GW 0.151 0.029 5.133 *** par_33 
FD <--> GW 0.161 0.031 5.139 *** par_34 
A <--> iS -0.06 0.042 -1.446 0.148 par_3S 
FD <--> iS -0.016 0.045 -0.356 0.722 par_36 
GW <--> iS -0.098 0.041 -2.403 0.016 par_37 
A <--> CG 0.102 0.027 3.818 * * * par_38 
FD <--> CG 0.09 0.03 3.018 0.003 par_39 
GW <--> CO 0.152 0.028 5.437 * * * par_40 
is <--> CO -0.1 0.04 -2.466 0.014 par_41 
A <--> RS -0.042 0.032 -1.295 0.195 par_42 
FD <--> RS -0.096 0.037 -2.599 0.009 par_43 
GW <--> RS 0.015 0.032 0.488 0.626 par_44 
is <--> RS 0.129 0.051 2.534 0.011 par_45 
CO <--> RS 0.022 0.031 0.712 0.477 par_46 
A <--> 0 0.021 0.031 0.674 0.5 par_47 
FD <--> 0 0.088 0.035 2.522 0.012 par_48 
GW <--> 0 -0.042 0.03 -1.392 0.164 par_49 
is <--> 0 0.046 0.048 0.942 0.346 par_50 
CO <--> 0 0.004 0.03 0.142 0.887 par_51 
RS <--> 0 0.025 0.038 0.671 0.502 par_52 
A <--> RW 0.12 0.038 3.141 0.002 par_53 
FD <--> RW 0.152 0.042 3.651 *** par_54 
GW <--> RW. 0.165 0.039 4.217 *** par_55 
is <--> RW -0.086 0.058 -1.487 0.137 par_56 
CO <--> RW 0.196 0.038 5.152 `** par_57 
RS <--> RW 0.005 0.045 0.109 0.913 par_58 
0 <--> RW -0.079 0.043 -1.818 0.069 par_59 
A <--> SU 0.202 0.037 5.416 *** par 60 
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GW <--> SU 0.217 0.038 5.649 *"* par_61 
JS <--> SU -0.143 0.054 -2.651 0.008 par_62 
CG <--> SU 0.294 0.039 7.582 *** par_63 
RS <--> SU -0.054 0.041 -1.327 0.184 par_64 
0 <--> SU 0.045 0.04 1.127 0.26 par_65 
RW <--> SU 0.23 0.05 4.63 **' par_66 
A <--> 05 0.183 0.037 4.978 ' * ` par_67 
FD <--> OS 0.292 0.046 6.353 * *' par_68 
GW <--> O5 0.269 0.041 6.562 **' par_69 
JS <--> 05 -0.087 0.052 -1.667 0.096 par_70 
CG <--> 05 0.226 0.036 6.317 **` par_71 
RS <--> OS -0.048 0.04 -1.198 0.231 par_72 
0 <--> OS -0.066 0.039 -1.704 0.088 par_73 
RW <--> OS 0.348 0.053 6.604 *** par_74 
SU <--> 05 0.285 0.047 6.009 *** par_75 
TI <--> A 0.257 0.04 6.462 * *' par_76 
TI <--> FD 0.204 0.041 5.003 *" par_77 
TI <--> GW 0.136 0.036 3.82 *** par_78 
TI <--> JS -0.097 0.055 -1.762 0.078 par_79 
TI <--> CG 0.111 0.035 3.21 0.001 par_80 
TI <--> RS -0.014 0.042 -0.341 0.733 par_81 
TI <--> 0 0.115 0.042 2.764 0.006 par_82 
TI <--> RW 0.131 0.049 2.696 0.007 par_83 
TI <--> SU 0.242 0.049 4.926 **' par_84 
TI <--> OS 0.191 0.046 4.114 * *' par_85 
TS <--> A 0.265 0.041 6.44 
*1* 
 pa r_86 
TS <--> FD 0.14 0.041 3.432 *' * par_87 
TS <--> GW 0.188 0.039 4.772 *** par_88 
TS <--> JS 0.069 0.057 1.217 0.223 par_89 
TS <--> CG 0.09 0.035 2.563 0.01 par_90 
TS <--> RS 0.116 0.044 2.614 0.009 par_91 
TS <--> 0 0.071 0.042 1.675 0.094 par_92 
TS <--> RW 0.104 0.051 2.028 0.043 par_93 
TS <--> SU 0.146 0.047 3.085 0.002 par_94 
TS <--> OS 0.182 0.048 3.77 "* par_95 
TI <--> TS 0.213 0.05 4.295 * *' pa r_96 
SV <--> TI 0.263 0.043 6.07 *** par_97 
SV <--> TS 0.354 0.048 7.354 * * * par_98 
SV <--> A 0.282 0.038 7.466 * `* par_99 
SV <--> FD 0.138 0.034 4.095 **' par_100 
SV <--> GW 0.172 0.034 5.038 *" par_101 
SV <--> JS -0.085 0.049 -1.739 0.082 par_102 
SV <--> CG 0.099 0.03 3.311 *** par_103 
SV <--> RS 0.064 0.037 1.719 0.086 par_104 
SV <--> 0 0.11 0.035 3.112 0.002 par_105 
SV <--> RW 0.167 0.044 3.826 "` par_106 
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SV <--> SU 0.151 0.04 3.794 **« par_107 
SV <--> OS 0.168 0.04 4.195 * * * par_108 
FD <--> SU 0.252 0.043 5.904 ** par_109 
LD <--> A 0.153 0.037 4.181 "** par_111 
LD <--> SV 0.169 0.041 4.143 * * * par_112 
LD <--> TI 0.084 0.046 1.821 0.069 par_113 
LD <--> TS 0.183 0.049 3.72 ""* par_114 
LD <--> FD 0.11 0.04 2.772 0.006 par_11S 
LD <--> GW 0.153 0.036 4.28 '«* par_116 
LD <--> iS -0.112 0.055 -2.031 0.042 par_117 
LD <--> CG 0.172 0.036 4.842 "*« par_118 
LD <--> RS -0.059 0.042 -1.403 0.161 par_119 
LD <--> 0 -0.041 0.041 -1.004 0.315 par_120 
LD <--> RW 0.196 0.05 3.913 '"« par_121 
LD <--> SU 0.188 0.046 4.064 `*" par_122 
LD <--> OS 0.31 0.049 6.387 * * * par_123 
Correlations: (Group number 1 - Default model) 
Estimate 
A <--> FD 0.261 
A <--> GW 0.355 
FD <--> GW 0.373 
A <--> iS -0.081 
FD <--> iS -0.021 
GW <--> iS -0.142 
A <--> CG 0.23 
FD <--> CG 0.199 
GW <--> CG 0.365 
1S <--> CG -0.138 
A <--> RS -0.082 
FD <--> RS -0.185 
GW <--> RS 0.032 
iS <--> RS 0.155 
CG <--> RS 0.044 
A <--> 0 0.04 
FD <--> 0 0.168 
6W <--> 0 -0.087 
iS <--> 0 0.054 
CG <--> 0 0.008 
RS <--> 0 0.044 
A <--> RW 0.186 
FD <--> RW 0.233 
GW <--> RW 0.274 
iS <--> RW -0.082 
CG <--> RW 0.312 
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RS <--> RW 0.007 
0 <--> RW -0.108 
A <--> SU 0.342 
GW <--> SU 0.395 
IS <--> SU -0.149 
CG <--> SU 0.509 
RS <--> SU -0.082 
0 <--> SU '0.067 
RW <--> SU 0.275 
A <--> OS 0.361 
FD <--> OS 0.567 
GW <--> OS 0.567 
• JS <--> OS -0.106 
CG <--> OS 0.455 
RS <--> OS -0.084 
O <--> OS -0.115 
RW <--> OS 0.485 
SU <--> OS 0.433 
TI <--> A 0.452 
TI <--> FD 0.353 
TI <--> GW 0.257 
TI <--> is -0.105 
Ti <--> CG 0.199 
TI <--> RS -0.022 
TI <--> 0 0.178 
Ti <--> RW 0.163 
TI <--> SU 0.329 
Ti <--> OS 0.3 
TS <--> A 0.446 
TS <--> FD 0.232 
TS <--> GW 0.338 
TS <--> 1S 10.071 
TS <--> CG 0.155 
TS <--> RS 0.173 
TS <--> 0 0.105 
TS <--> RW 0.123 
TS <--> SU 0.189 
TS <--> OS 0.274 
TI <--> TS 0,286 
SV <--> TI j 0.431 
SV <--> TS 0.553 
SV <--> A 0.576 
SV <--> FD 0.278 
SV <--> GW 0.377 
SV <--> iS -0.107 
SV >  CG 0.207 
SV <--> RS 0.116 
SV <--> 0 0.199 
SV <--> RW 0.241 
SV <--> SU 0.238 
SV <--> OS 0.307 
FD < > SU 0.421 
LD <--> A 0.247 
LD <--> SV 0.253 
LD <--> TI 0108 
LD <--> TS 0.225 
LD <--> FD 0.174 
LD <--> GW 0.264 
LD <--> iS -0.111 
LD <--> CG 0.284 
LD <--> RS -0.085 
LD <--> 0 -0.058 
LD <--> RW j 0.223 
LD <--> SU 0.233 
LD < > OS 0.448 
Variances: (Group number 1 - Default model) 
Estimate S.E. C 	. P Label 
LD 0846 0.07 12.048 ' * ` par_141 
SV 0.526 0.063 8.374 * * * par_142 
TI 0.711 0.092 7.693 * * * par_143 
TS 0.779 0.096 8.102 *** par_144 
A 0454 0.059 7.692 *** par_145 
FD 0.468 0.068 6.903 *** par_146 
GW 0.397 0.057 6.953 '** par_147 
iS 1.208 0.117 10.316 *** par_148 
CG 0.436 0.049 8.869 *** par_149 
RS 0.577 0.082 7.071 *' * par 150 
0 0.586 0.068 8.616 - * par_151 
RW 0.911 0.09 10.146 "* par 152 
SU 0.765 0.074 10.275 * * * par 153 
OS 0.566 0.079 7.186 "' par_154 
E_Resl 0.281 0.035 8.062 *** par_155 
Res3 0.027 0.018 1.499 0.134 par-_156 
Res4 1 0.163 0.027 5.988 * * * par_157 
ResS 0.031 0.02 1.562 0.118 par_158 
E_Res2 0.931 0.083 11.152 *** par_159 
e4 0.109 0.016 6.697 * * * par_160 
e5 0.156 0.017 9.186 ' * * par_161 
e6 0.203 0.02 10.226 * * * par_162 
e7   0.276 0.037 7.473 * * * par_163 
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28 0.333 0.048 6.933 *" par_164 
ell 0.409 3075 5.434 "** par_165 
e1Z 0.27 7.065 4.145 " par_166 
e13 0.313 0.063 4.933 "* par_167 
e14 	I 0.309 0.048 6.459 "** par_168 
e16 0.434 D.036 11.944 *** par_169 
e17 0.149 0.026 5.767 *** par 170 
e18 0.221 0.024 9.351 **' par 171 
e19 0.324 0.049 6.613 "** par_172 
e20 0.192 0.035 5.406 **" par_173 
e22 0.367 0.04 9.154 *"* par_174 
e23 0.15 0.041 3.714 *** par_175 
e25 	- 0.427 004 10.706 "* par_176 
e25 0-102 0.032 3.142 0.002 par 177 
e27 0.398 0,036 10.935 **' par_178 
e28 0.276 0.024 11.721 **" par179 
e29 0.096 0.013 7.425 "*" par_180 
e30 0.121 0.017 7.107 **' par_181 
231 	I 0.486 0.057 8.583 " par_182 
e32 0.527 0.061 8.572 *'" par_183 
e33. 0.689 0.075 9.128 ""* par 184 
e35 0.32 0.032 9.993 *** par_185 
e36 0.601 0,051 11.705 °#* par_186 
e40 0.46 0.042 10.967 "'* par_287 
e41 0.565 0.053 10.747 *"' par_188 
e43 0.376 0.04 9.367 *** par_189 
e47 0.269 0.033 8.152 '"" par_190 
e48 0.307 0.031 9.958 *" par_191 
e49 0.315 0.037 8.403 *" par_192 
e50 0.331 O033 9.926 '** par_193 
e51 0.319 0.031 10.416 *** par_194 
e52 0.32 0.034 9.527 RX 9  par_195 
e53 0.373 0034 11.094 ^' par_196 
eSS 0.14 0.049 2.858 0.004 par_197 
e56 0.045 0.053 0.836 0.403 par_198 
eSS 0.254 0.028 9.177 "* par 199 
e59 0.17 0.023 7.233 *°* par_200 
e60 0-353 0.033 10.712 *'* par_201 
e63 0.476 0.054 8.865 *** par_202 
e64 0.366 0041 9.026 *"' par_2D3 
e67 0-392 D. (133 17.062 *wb par_204 
e68 0.224 0.022 10.092 '"' par_205 
e69 	I 0.372 0.033 11.394 * * * par_206 
e70 0.539 0,044 12.274 *^* par_207 
e34 0.365 0.033 11.23 ** par_208 
e71 0.769 0.06 12.884 *"* oar 209 
224 
Squared Multiple Correlations: (Group number 1 - Default 
model) 
Estimate 
EE 0.523 
DE 0.965 
Q 0.209 
AB 0.732 
VI 0.956 
DE5 0.528 
Vii 0.628 
DE4 0.648 
DE3 0.752 
DE2 0.826 
DE1 0.689 
0S3 0.535 
0S2 0.543 
SU3 0.673 
5U2 0.817 
Sul 0.751 
Q3 0.967 
Q2 0.894 
RW4 0.652 
RW3 0.752 
RW2 0.705 
RW1 0.733 
04 0.65 
03 0.567 
02 0.659 
AB4 0.672 
AB2 0.59 
AB1 0.569 
V13 0.653 
V12 0.729 
RS3 0.503 
RS2 0.535 
RS1 0.543 
CG3 0.828 
CG2 0.82 
CG1 0.612 
JS3 0.728 
JS2 0.936 
JS1 0,739 
G W 2 0.774 
GW1  0.519 _ 
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FD3 0.649 
FD2 0.591 
A3 0.694 
A2 0.82 
Al 0.511 
TS2 0.643 
TS1 0.714 
T13 0.725 
112 0.659 
SV2 0.678 
SV1 I 0.656 
LD3 0.796 
LD2 0.825 
LD1 0.886 
Regression Weights: (Group number 1- Default model) 
Estima 
to 
EE <-- -0.039 
EE <--- 0.069 
EE <--- -0.018 
EE <-- 0.368 
EE <--- -0.122 
EE <--- -0.008 
EE <--- -0.11 
EE <--- 0.09 
EE <--- 0.04 
EE <--- 0.038 
EE <--- 0.328 
EE <--- 0.056 
EE <--- 0.031 
EE <--- 0.3 
Q <--- -0.541 
DE <--- 1 
AB <--- 0.728 
VI <--- 0.838 
LD1 <-- 1 
LD2 <--- 0.932 
LD3 <--- 0.967 
SV1 <--- 1 
SV2 <--- 1.156 
T12 <--- 1.054 
T13 <--- 1 
TS1 <--- 1 
TS2 <--- 0.845 
S.E. C.R. P Label 
0.052 -0.753 0.451 par_124 
0.088 0.788 0.43 par_125 
0.105 -0.173 0.863 par_126 
0.099 3.737 *** par_127 
0.038 -3.25 0.001 par_128 
0.08 -0.094 0.925 par_129 
0.064 -1.72 0.086 par_130 
0.062 1.453 0.146 par_131 
0.052 0.776 0.438 par_132 
0.062 0.619 0.536 par_133 
0.134 2.44 0.015 par_134 
0.065 0.868 0.385 par_135 
0.062 0.494 0.621 par_136 
0.099 3.039 0.002 par_137 
0.064 -8.452 `*` par_138 
0.054 13.601 **` par_139 
0.05 16.834 **` par_140 
0.031 29.931 *** par_1 
0.034 28.845 * * ` pa r_2 
0.085 13.528 '*' par_3 
0.103 10.262 *** par_4 
0.074 11.398 '" par_5 
LD 
A 
FO 
GW 
JS 
CG 
RS 
0 
RW 
Su 
OS 
TS 
TI 
sv 
EE 
EE 
EE 
EE 
ID 
LD 
ID 
SV 
sv 
TI 
TI 
TS 
TS 
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Al <-•- A 1 
A2 <--- A 1.221 0.077 15.855 "' par _6 
A3 <--- A 1.049 0.07 15.008 "' par_7 
FD2 <--- FD 1 
FD3 <--- FD 0.871 0.09 9.66 •" par _8 
GW1 <--- GW 1 
GW2 <--. GW 1.14 0.103 11.038 "` par _9 
151 <--- is 1 
JS2 <--- JS 1112 0,043 25.991 " par_10 
JS3 <--- 1S 0938 0.042 22 106 "` par_11 
CG1 <--- CG 1 
CG2 <--- CG 1 0.051 19.485 '"' par_12 
CG3 <--- CG 1.155 0.06 19.364 "' par_13 	i 
RSI <--- RS I 
RSZ <--- RS 1.024 0.095 10.757 "' par_14 
RS3 <--- RS 1.1 0.102 10.773 "' par_15 
V12 <--- VI 1.183 0.062 19.145 "' par_16 
V13 <--- VI 1.355 0.079 17.068 " par_17 
AB1 <--- AB 1 
A82 <--- AB 1.156 0.08 14.447 '•' par_18 
A94 <--- A8 1.127 0.074 1513 "' par_19 
02 <--- 0 0.943 0.064 14.748 " par_20 
03 <--- 0 0.829 0.059 14.031 ' "' par_21 
04 <--- 0 1 
RW1 <--- RW 1 
RW2 <--- RW 0.916 0.046 20.041 "' par_22 
RW3 <--- RW 1.032 0.048 21.46 "' par_23 
RW4 <... RW 0.877 0.046 18.888 '"' par_24 
Q2 <-.- Q 1 
Q3 <--- Q 1.054 0.048 22.058 '" par_2S 
SU1 < SU 1 
SU2 <--- SU 0.994 0.044 22.493 "' par 26 
SU3 <-.- SU 0.974 0.05 19.494 "` par_27 
052 <--- OS 
053 <--- OS 0.863 0.077 11.282 "` par_28 
DE1 <--- DE 1 
DE2 <..- DE 1.105 0.048 22.853 " par 29 
DE3 <--- DE 1.138 0.053 21.291 "" par_30 
DE4 <--- DE 1.069 0.056 18.93 "' par_31 
Vii <--- VI 1 
DES <--- DE 0.994 0.061 16.294 "` par_11J 
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